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Conformity Determination Report  

Amended 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan:  
• Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization  

Amended FY 2009 – 2015 Transportation Improvement Program  
• Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization  

 
 

  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
This report addresses an amendment to the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan and 
FY2009-15 TIP to accommodate Project TE-5103, the construction and opening of an initial 
1.5-mile segment of the Charlotte Streetcar (known as the Streetcar Starter project) on Trade 
Street and Elizabeth Avenue. Based on an interagency consultation meeting on November 
30, 2010 between MUMPO, NCDAQ, NCDOT, EPA and FHWA staff, the following are 
major points of agreement:  
 
 
1. The project is not regionally significant (11-30-2010 interagency consultation meeting).  
 
2. A regional emissions analysis is not required (11-30-2010 interagency consultation 

meeting).  
 
3. The following actions will need to be taken:  

• MUMPO will adopt a 2035 LRTP amendment  
• MUMPO will adopt a 2009-15 TIP amendment  
• MUMPO will make a conformity determination on the 2035 LRTP amendment  
• MUMPO will make a conformity determination on the 2009-15 TIP amendment 
• NCDOT will make a conformity determination for the rural portion of Union County  
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1.  INTRODUCTION  
The Clean Air Act requires the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to 
set limits on how much of a particular pollutant can be in the air anywhere in the United 
States. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are the pollutant limits set by the 
USEPA; they define the allowable concentration of pollution in the air for six different 
pollutants – Carbon Monoxide, Lead, Nitrogen Dioxide, Particulate Matter, Ozone, and 
Sulfur Dioxide. 
  
The Clean Air Act specifies how areas within the country are designated as either 
“attainment” or “non-attainment” of an air quality standard, and authorizes USEPA to define 
the boundaries of non-attainment areas. For areas designated as non-attainment for one or 
more NAAQS, the Clean Air Act defines a specific timetable to attain the standard and 
requires that non-attainment areas demonstrate reasonable and steady progress in reducing air 
pollution emissions until such time that an area can demonstrate attainment. Each state must 
develop and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that addresses each pollutant for 
which it violates the NAAQS. Individual state air quality agencies are responsible for 
defining the overall regional plan to reduce air pollution emissions to levels that will enable 
attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS. This strategy is articulated through the SIP.  
 
In North Carolina, the agency responsible for SIP development is the North Carolina 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Air Quality (NC 
DENR/DAQ). The delineation and implementation of strategies to control emissions from 
on-road mobile sources is a significant element of the state plan to improve air quality, which 
links transportation and air quality planning activities within a non-attainment or 
maintenance area. The process of ensuring that a region’s transportation planning activities 
contribute to attainment of the NAAQS, or “conform” to the purposes of the SIP, is referred 
to as transportation conformity. In order to receive federal transportation funds within a non-
attainment or maintenance area, the area must demonstrate through a federally mandated 
conformity process that the transportation investments, strategies and programs, taken as a 
whole, contribute to the air quality goals defined in the state air quality plan. 
  
In order to ensure the conformity requirements are met, Section 176 (c) of the Clean Air Act 
authorizes the USEPA Administrator to “promulgate criteria and procedures for 
demonstrating and assuring conformity in the case of transportation plans, programs, and 
projects.” This is accomplished through the Transportation Conformity Rule, developed by 
the USEPA to outline all federal requirements associated with transportation conformity. The 
Transportation Conformity Rule in conjunction with the Metropolitan Planning Regulations 
direct transportation plan and program development as well as the conformity process.  
 
The purpose of this report is to comply with the provisions of the Clean Air Act Amendments 
of 1990 in concurrence with all conformity requirements as detailed in 40 CFR Parts 51 and 
93 (the Transportation Conformity Rule) and 23 CFR Part 450 (the Metropolitan Planning 
Regulations). It demonstrates that amendments to the financially constrained long-range 
transportation plans and the transportation improvement programs (TIPs) eliminate or reduce 
future violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in the following 
jurisdictions:  
 

• The Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) – 2035 
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LRTP Amendment and 2009-15 TIP Amendment. 
 
Conformity Determinations for the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plans in the Metrolina 
region, along with their conforming FY2009-15 TIP subset, were most recently approved as 
follows:  
 

• MUMPO:  March 24, 2010 
• CRMPO: April 29, 2009 [note: the CRMPO is not affected by the project addressed 

in this conformity report] 
• GUAMPO: March 23, 2010 [note: the GUAMPO is not affected by the project 

addressed in this conformity report] 
• The NCDOT (for the county donut areas of Gaston, Lincoln, Iredell, and Union in the 

Metrolina Nonattainment Area): March 22, 2010 [note: the donut areas are not 
affected by the project addressed in this conformity report] 

 
The above-named MPOs and portions of RPOs combine to form a region known as the 
“Metrolina.” The entire Metrolina nonattainment region is shown as a map in Figure 1. 
  
By these actions, the MPOs and NCDOT demonstrated that the 2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plans are consistent with Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, the State 
Implementation Plan, SAFETEA-LU, and 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. These conformity 
demonstrations were documented by the MPOs and NCDOT in the report entitled 
Conformity Analysis and Determination Report for the Cabarrus-Rowan MPO, 
Mecklenburg-Union MPO, and the Gaston Urban Area MPO 2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plans and the FY 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Programs and for 
Non-MPO Areas of Lincoln County, Iredell County, Gaston County, and Union County areas 
(8-Hour Ozone, and CO (Mecklenburg County Only)). That report included the regional 
emissions test comparison prepared for the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plans 
demonstrating that emissions in each of the analysis years of the long range plan (2015, 2025 
and 2035) are less than or equal to, the motor vehicle emissions budget established by the 
State Implementation Plan in accordance with 40 CFR Part 93) and approved by USEPA for 
the corresponding year.  
 
USDOT made its conformity determination on the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plans 
and the conforming FY2009-15 subsets listed above on May 3, 2010.  A copy of the letter 
approving the conformity determinations is included in Appendix F.  
 
All Federally funded projects and regionally significant projects, regardless of funding 
source, in areas designated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
as air quality non-attainment or maintenance areas must come from a conforming long-range 
transportation plan and transportation improvement program (TIP). The Metrolina region is 
required by 40 CFR 51 and 93 to make a conformity determination on any newly adopted or 
amended fiscally constrained long-range transportation plan and TIP. In addition, the United 
States Department of Transportation (USDOT), specifically, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) must make a conformity determination on MPO Plans in the 
Metrolina region and the related TIPs in all non-attainment and maintenance areas.  
 



Figure 1. Metrolina Ozone Nonattainment Area  

 

Figure 1 Metrolina Ozone Nonattainment Area 
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40 CFR Part 93 requires that a conforming transportation plan satisfy six conditions:  
• The transportation plan must be consistent with the motor vehicle emissions budget(s) in 

an area where the applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission 
contains a budget (40 CFR Part 93.118).  

• The transportation plan, TIP, or FHWA/FTA project not from a conforming plan must 
provide for the timely implementation of TCMs from the applicable implementation plan 
(40 CFR Part 93.113b).  

• The MPO must make the conformity determination according to the consultation 
procedures of 40 CFR Part 93.105.  

• The conformity determination must be based on the latest emissions estimation model 
available (40 CFR Part 93.111).  

• The conformity determination must be based on the latest planning assumptions (40 CFR 
Part 93.110).  

• The Transportation Plan, TIP, or FHWA/FTA project must meet the interim emissions 
tests where applicable (40 CFR Part 93.119).  

 
This report shows that MUMPO’s 2035 Transportation Plan, and the projects in the 2009-15 
TIP meets each condition. Each condition is discussed in subsequent sections of this report. 
This report documents the interagency consultation process, public involvement process, and 
analysis used to demonstrate transportation conformity for amendments to the 2035 LRTP 
and 2009-15 TIP.  
 
These analyses are consistent with the set of amendments to 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, 
published in the January 24, 2008 Federal Register, Transportation Conformity Rule 
Amendments to Implement Provisions Contained in the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU); Final Rule, 
effective on February 25, 2008. Based on the analysis documented in this report, the 
following Long Range Transportation Plans and TIPs conform to the purpose of the 
Metrolina Area SIP:  
 

• Mecklenburg-Union MPO amended 2035 LRTP and the amended 2009-15 TIP  
 
The amended 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan and 2009-15 TIP accomplish the intent 
of the North Carolina State Implementation Plan (SIP). This conformity determination is 
based on the original regional emissions analysis that uses the transportation network 
approved by the above-named Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), for the 2035 
long-range transportation plan, and the emissions factors developed in cooperation with the 
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR).  
 
The amended TIP for Fiscal Years 2009-2015 developed by the Mecklenburg-Union MPO 
and adopted by the TAC on March 16, 2011 is a subset of the conforming amended 2035 
LRTP also adopted on March 16, 2011 documented in this report.  
 
There were no changes to the 2009-15 TIP for the other MPOs in the Metrolina 
nonattainment area (CRMPO, and GUAMPO) that were modeled and found to confirm by 
USDOT on May 3, 2010. There were no changes to the rural (donut area) county projects for 
the 2009-2015 STIP (for the donut counties of Gaston, Lincoln, Iredell, and Union) that were 
modeled and found to confirm by USDOT on May 3, 2010.  
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2.  AIR QUALITY PLANNING  
Mecklenburg County was originally declared nonattainment for carbon monoxide (CO) on 
March 3, 1978. Mecklenburg County was redesignated as a maintenance area for CO on 
September 18, 1995 based on monitoring continuous attainment from 1990 to 1995. The 
USEPA direct final rule from the Federal Register for CO is found in Appendix A.  
 
On April 15, 2004 EPA designated new "nonattainment" areas throughout the country that 
exceeded the new health-based standards for 8-hour ozone. Ozone, the primary component of 
smog is a compound formed when volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) mix together in the atmosphere with sunlight. The counties of Cabarrus, Gaston, 
Iredell, Lincoln, Mecklenburg, Rowan, Union, and York, SC were grouped together as a 
single nonattainment area. The Iredell County non-attainment area only includes the 
townships of Coddle Creek and Davidson. The 8-hour ozone standard as it applies to 
conformity replaced the 1-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.  
 
 
2.1  Emissions Budgets  
DENR prepared emission budgets as part of the Reasonable Further Progress State 
Implementation Plan (RFP SIP), which was submitted to US EPA on November 30, 2009. 
Each of the 7 North Carolina counties is proposed to have a motor vehicle emission budget 
under the 8-hour ozone standard for both NOx and VOC. Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets 
were established for 2008. The Federal Register notice in Appendix B established the NOx 
and VOC budgets for the non-attainment portion of the region and they are below:  
 
Tables 1 and 2 list the motor vehicle emission budgets for those portions of the Metrolina 
nonattainment subject to SIP budgets. 
 
  
 
Table 1 NOx and VOC Budgets for Metrolina Counties 

Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget Summary 
(kilograms/day)  

Year  NO x  
SIP Budget  

VOC  
SIP Budget  

Gaston  7647  5132  
Cabarrus  7324  6941  
Rowan  7193  6149  
Lincoln  2948  2726  
Iredell*  5637  3601  
Union  5660  6299  
Mecklenburg  34526  26368  
*MVEB for portion of county in the nonattainment area 
 
 



 
 
Table 2 CO Budget for Mecklenburg County 

 Mecklenburg County CO SIP Summary 
(tons/day)*  
County Pollutant: CO 
Mecklenburg  470.18 

 
 
 
 
 

*To obtain kilograms per day, multiply tons per day by 907.18.  
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3.  LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANS  
The 2035 Transportation Plans were developed between 2007 and 2009. Federal law 40 CFR 
part 93.104(b)(3) requires a conformity determination of transportation plans no less 
frequently than every four years. As required in 40 CFR 93.106, the analysis years for the 
transportation plans are no more than ten years apart. 
  
The CRMPO area includes all of Cabarrus and Rowan Counties. Both counties are part of the 
8-hour moderate nonattainment area for ozone. 
  
The GUAMPO area includes the eastern two-thirds of Gaston County, the urbanized region. 
Gaston County is part of the 8-hour moderate nonattainment area for ozone. 
 
The MUMPO area includes all of Mecklenburg County and a portion of Union County that is 
within the Charlotte Urbanized Area.  Mecklenburg County is a maintenance area for CO.  
Mecklenburg and Union Counties are part of the 8-hour moderate nonattainment area for 
ozone. 
 
This report amends the MUMPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan in order to 
accommodate the receipt of a $24,999,000 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant by the 
City of Charlotte for Project TE-5103 (streetcar starter project). The grant will permit 
construction of an approximately 1.5 mile streetcar line, from the Charlotte Transportation 
Center to Hawthorne Lane adjacent to Presbyterian Hospital. The complete 10-mile project is 
included in the current LRTP, in the 2035 horizon year. However, the receipt of the grant 
will fund the design, right-of-way acquisition, construction and start-up operation of the 1.5 
mile streetcar starter project sooner.  As a result MUMPO proposes to add a 1.5 mile 
streetcar starter project to the LRTP’s 2015 horizon year.  MUMPO is also required to amend 
its 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for this project. 
  
 
3.1  Consultation  
The amendments to the 2035 Transportation Plan and FY2009-15 TIP are consistent with 
consultation requirements discussed in 40 CFR 93.105. Consultation on the development of 
this conformity determination was accomplished through an interagency consultation 
meeting held on November 30, 2010. A summary of the topics discussed and decisions 
reached is included in Appendix C.  
 
 
3.2  Financial Constraint Assumptions  
The project cost is $36.99 million.  The federal grant is for $24.99 million, with the City of 
Charlotte matching with $12 million. 
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Estimates of cost (in thousands) and year of expenditure by Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) are:  
 

TIP # Facility Project Description Funding 
Source FY 2011 

TE-5103 Charlotte 
Streetcar 

Construct an approximately 1.5 
mile portion of the Charlotte 
streetcar project, from the 
Charlotte Transportation Center 
to Hawthorne Lane at 
Presbyterian Hospital 

Federal Grant 
 
 

Local  

 $24,990 
 
 
 
 $12,000 

 

Therefore, with this amendment, the Transportation Plans remain fiscally constrained as 
discussed in 40 CFR 93.108. The Mecklenburg-Union MPO Long Range Transportation Plan 
is fiscally constrained to the year 2035. All projects included in the current 2009-2015 TIP 
are fiscally constrained, and funding sources have been identified for construction and 
operation. The estimates of available funds are based on historic funding availability and 
include federal, state, private, and local funding sources. Additional detail on fiscal constraint 
is included in the MUMPO Long Range Transportation Plan. It is assumed that the projects 
listed for each horizon year will be completed and providing service by the end of the 
indicated calendar year (December 31). These transportation networks are described in the 
respective 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plans.  
 
 
3.3  Latest Planning Assumptions  
The 2035 Transportation Plans used the latest adopted planning assumptions as discussed in 
40 CFR 93.110, and were adopted as part of the Plans. No changes to these assumptions were 
made as part of the Plan amendment covered by this conformity report. A single travel 
demand model was developed for the Metrolina non-attainment area. A single set of 
population, housing and employment projections was developed. In addition, a set of 
highway and transit projects that was consistent across jurisdictional boundaries was 
developed and refined through MPO cooperation. This collection of socioeconomic data, 
highway and transit networks and travel forecast tools, representing the latest planning 
assumptions, was finalized through the adoption of the draft Long Range Transportation 
Plans by the Gaston Urban Area MPO, Mecklenburg-Union MPO, and Cabarrus-Rowan 
MPO in March 2010. Additional detail on these planning assumptions is available in the 
2035 Long Range Transportation Plans and the conformity determination report for those 
plans.  
 
 
3.4  Future year roadway projects  
Roadway improvements used for conformity modeling were developed in the 2035 
Transportation Plan process in each MPO. Outside of the MPO boundaries, TIP projects 
from the 2009-2015 TIP served as the future year roadway projects. For the 2035 Plans, lists 
of needed projects were developed based on modeled congestion and identified local needs. 
Improvements were coded into the TRM and analyzed. Intermediate analysis for the years 
2015 and 2025 were performed to assist in prioritizing the 2035 roadway needs. The final 
2015, 2025, and 2035 networks are fiscally constrained. Projects were added from MPO 



priority lists until estimated project costs equaled the expected funding available. The base 
network (2005) and the three future networks (2015, 2025, and 2035) used for the conformity 
determination were the same as the networks used for the 2035 Transportation Plans. 
Throughout the process to develop the roadway networks, the MPOs and NCDOT identified 
any initial inconsistencies in project timing and characteristics (e.g. cross-section) for those 
projects crossing jurisdictional boundaries and reached consensus on consistent solutions. 
This amendment does not affect modeled roadway networks.  
 
 
3.5  Transit networks  
As with the roadway projects, each MPO developed transit projects for its LRTP. The base 
year network was modeled from existing routes and fares for the transit systems in 2005. 
Future year networks were based on fiscally-constrained projected new or expanded services 
from regional transit plans, local bus system short range plans, corridor transit plans and 
other projected bus service expansion estimates, where available. As with the roadway 
networks, the MPOs and NCDOT identified and rectified any initial inconsistencies in 
project characteristics or implementation years where transit projects crossed jurisdictional 
boundaries.  
 
The amendment to the MUMPO LRTP adds one transit project to the project list for the 2015 
interim analysis year:  
 
a) Project TE-5103-The Streetcar alignment, runs along Trade Street and Elizabeth Avenue, 
between the Charlotte Transportation Center at Brevard Street to Presbyterian Hospital with a 
terminus at Hawthorne Lane and 5th Street.  
 
The interagency consultation (IC) partners met on November 30, 2010 (see Appendix C), 
reviewed the description for Project TE-5103 (street car project), compared it to the regional 
significance criteria (see below) and concluded that the project was not regionally significant 
(as defined by 40 CFR 93.101). 
 
 
Regionally Significant Project Checklist  

1. The facility serves regional transportation needs (i.e. facilities that provide access to and from the 
region or that provide access to major destinations in the region). 2. The facility is functionally 
classified higher than a minor arterial (minor arterials may be regionally significant if their main 
purpose is to provide access to major facilities in the region). 3. The facility is a fixed guideway transit 
facility. 4. The facility is included in the travel model for the region (in many cases collector streets 
are modeled and not regionally significant). To be regionally significant a facility should meet one or 
more criteria in this checklist. 40 CFR Part 93.101  

 
3.6  Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) Projects  
The NC Department of Transportation has established an allocation and review process for 
CMAQ projects. Each MPO and RPO in a non-attainment or maintenance area receives an 
allocation of CMAQ funds based on population and air quality status. In addition, a statewide 
pool of CMAQ funds is allocated to projects serving more than one non-attainment or 
maintenance area on a competitive basis. This amendment does not affect CMAQ projects in 

15 
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the Metrolina region.  
 
 
4.  REGIONAL EMISSION ANALYSIS  
In areas with an USEPA approved attainment demonstration or maintenance plan, an 
emissions budget comparison satisfies the emissions test requirement of 40 CFR Part 93.118. 
For pollutants for which an emissions budget has been submitted, the estimated emissions 
from the transportation plan must be less than or equal to the motor vehicle emissions budget 
values. Emissions factors were provided by DENR.  
 
All parts of the Metrolina Ozone Nonattainment Area have emissions budgets. Also, 
Mecklenburg County has a Carbon Monoxide emissions budget. .The participants at the 
November 30, 2010 Interagency Consultation Meeting discussed appropriate analysis. The 
participants concurred that because the project is not regionally significant, a new regional 
emissions analysis is not required; the analysis conducted in 2010 for the 2035 LRTP is 
sufficient to demonstrate conformity.  
 
For the LRTP amendment, one (1) change to the LRTP document will be prepared for the 
MUMPO:  
 

• Project TE-5103:  An amended project list in Appendix D of the 2035 LRTP to 
include the 1.5-mile Streetcar Starter Project.  

 
4.1  Transportation Control Measures  
The North Carolina State Implementation Plan lists no transportation control measures 
pertaining to the Metrolina Area.  
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5.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND INTERAGENCY CONSULTATION  
The amended 2035 Transportation Plan is consistent with consultation requirements 
discussed in 40 CFR 93.105. Interagency consultation was a cooperative effort on the part of 
the Mecklenburg-Union MPO, the North Carolina Department of Transportation, the North 
Carolina Division of Air Quality, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal Transit 
Administration, and the Federal Highway Administration. The process was administered by 
the Federal Highway Administration and the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
on behalf of the partners and was organized according to the sections in the document 
entitled Metrolina Area Transportation Conformity: the meeting summary is included in 
Appendix C.  
 
Public review of this report is being handled in accordance with each MPO’s public 
participation policy. Copies of the public participation policies are available for review. 
Comments from the public participation process are incorporated into the final Conformity 
Analysis and Determination Report. Those comments are included in Appendix D of the final 
report.  
 
 
6.  CONCLUSION  
Based on the analysis and consultation discussed above the following transportation plans 
and TIPs conform to the purpose of the North Carolina State Implementation Plan. In every 
horizon year for every pollutant in each geographic area, the emissions expected from the 
implementation of the long-range plans and TIPs are less than the emissions budgets 
established in the SIP.  
 
 
Table 3 Summary of Conformity Status of Metrolina Transportation Plans 

Criteria  
(√ indicates the 
criterion is met)  

Cabarrus-Rowan 
MPO 2035 LRTP 

& 2009-15 TIP  

Gaston 
Urban Area 
MPO 2035 
LRTP & 

2009-15 TIP  

Mecklenburg-Union 
MPO 2035 LRTP* & 

2009-15 TIP*  

Rural (Donut) 
Area of the 
Metrolina 

2009-15 STIP  

Less Than Emissions 
Budgets  √  √  √  √  

TCM Implementation  The NC SIP includes no Transportation Control Measures in the Metrolina Area 

Interagency 
Consultation  √  √  √  √  

Latest Emissions 
Model  √  √  √  √  

Latest Planning 
Assumptions  √  √  √  √  

Fiscal Constraint  √  √  √  √  
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Specific conformity findings for each of these areas are listed below:  
 
 
Cabarrus-Rowan MPO Ozone Conformity Finding for the 2035 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan and 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program  

No amendment to the 2035 LRTP or 2009-15 TIP is required.  

 

Gaston Urban Area MPO Ozone Conformity Finding for the amended 2009-2015 
Transportation Improvement Program  

No amendment to the 2035 LRTP or 2009-15 TIP is required.  

 

Mecklenburg-Union MPO Ozone and Carbon Monoxide Conformity Finding for the 
amended 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan and amended 2009-2015 
Transportation Improvement Program  

Based on the analysis and consultation and involvement processes described in this report, 
the Mecklenburg-Union MPO amended 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan and amended 
2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program are found to conform to the purpose of the 
North Carolina State Implementation Plan. The emissions expected from the implementation 
of the Mecklenburg-Union MPO 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan and 2009-2015 
Transportation Improvement Program are less than the applicable budgets for NOx and CO; 
therefore the LRTP and TIP are in conformity with the 8-hour ozone standard and the carbon 
monoxide standard. See Appendix E for the adoption/endorsement resolutions and Appendix 
G for the LRTP Amendment. 

  

NCDOT Metrolina Rural (Donut) Area Ozone Conformity Finding for the amended 
2009-2015 State Transportation Improvement Program  

No amendment to the 2035 LRTP or 2009-15 TIP is required.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 52 

[EPA–RO4–OAR–2005–NC–0002–200538(a); 
FRL–8049–2] 

Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans; North Carolina: 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas Second 10-Year 
Maintenance Plan for the Carbon 
Monoxide National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Direct final rule. 

SUMMARY: The EPA is approving a 
revision to the North Carolina State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) submitted in 
final form on March 23, 2005. The SIP 
revision provides the second 10-year 
maintenance plan for the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Areas, 
which are composed of the following 
four counties: Mecklenburg (Charlotte 
Area); Durham and Wake (Raleigh- 
Durham Area); and Forsyth (Winston- 
Salem Area). The second 10-year 
maintenance plan includes new motor 
vehicle emission budgets (MVEBs) for 
carbon monoxide for the year 2015. EPA 
is approving this SIP revision, including 
the new 2015 MVEBs for carbon 
monoxide, because it satisfies the 
requirement of the Clean Air Act (CAA) 
for the second 10-year maintenance plan 
for the Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas. 

In addition, in this rulemaking, EPA 
is providing information on its 
transportation conformity adequacy 
determination for new MVEBs for the 
year 2015 that are contained in the 
second 10-year carbon monoxide 
maintenance plan for the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas. EPA determined that the 2015 
MVEBs are adequate through a previous 
action. 
DATES: This direct final rule is effective 
May 23, 2006 without further notice, 
unless EPA receives adverse comment 
by April 24, 2006. If adverse comment 
is received, EPA will publish a timely 
withdrawal of the direct final rule in the 
Federal Register and inform the public 
that the rule will not take effect. 
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments, 
identified by Docket ID No EPA–R04– 
0AR–2005–NC–0002, by one of the 
following methods: 

1. http://www.regulations.gov: Follow 
the online instructions for submitting 
comments. 

2. E-mail: wood.amanetta@epa.gov. 

3. Fax: (404) 562–9019. 
4. Mail: ‘‘EPA–R04–0AR–2005–NC– 

0002’’, Regulatory Development Section, 
Air Planning Branch, Air, Pesticides and 
Toxics Management Division, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, SW, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303–8960. 

5. Hand Delivery or Courier: 
Amanetta Wood of the Air Quality 
Modeling and Transportation Section at 
the Air Planning Branch, Air, Pesticides 
and Toxics Management Division, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, SW, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303–8960. Such 
deliveries are only accepted during the 
Regional Office’s normal hours of 
operation. The Regional Office’s official 
hours of business are Monday through 
Friday, 8:30 to 4:30, excluding federal 
holidays. 

Instructions: Direct your comments to 
Docket ID No. : ‘‘EPA–R04–0AR–2005– 
NC–0002’’. EPA’s policy is that all 
comments received will be included in 
the public docket without change and 
may be made available online at 
http://www.regulations.gov, including 
any personal information provided, 
unless the comment includes 
information claimed to be Confidential 
Business Information (CBI) or other 
information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. Do not submit 
through 
http://www.regulations.gov or e-mail, 
information that you consider to be CBI 
or otherwise protected. The 
http://www.regulations.gov Web site is 
an ‘‘anonymous access’’ system, which 
means EPA will not know your identity 
or contact information unless you 
provide it in the body of your comment. 
If you send an e-mail comment directly 
to EPA without going through http:// 
www.regulations.gov, your e-mail 
address will be automatically captured 
and included as part of the comment 
that is placed in the public docket and 
made available on the Internet. If you 
submit an electronic comment, EPA 
recommends that you include your 
name and other contact information in 
the body of your comment and with any 
disk or CD–ROM you submit. If EPA 
cannot read your comment due to 
technical difficulties and cannot contact 
you for clarification, EPA may not be 
able to consider your comment. 
Electronic files should avoid the use of 
special characters, any form of 
encryption, and be free of any defects or 
viruses. For additional information 
about EPA’s public docket visit the EPA 
Docket Center homepage at 
http://www.epa.gov/epahome/ 
dockets.htm. 

Docket: All documents in the 
electronic docket are listed in the 
http://www.regulations.gov index. 
Although listed in the index, some 
information is not publicly available, 
i.e., CBI or other information whose 
disclosure is restricted by statute. 
Certain other material, such as 
copyrighted material, is not placed on 
the Internet and will be publicly 
available only in hard copy form. 
Publicly available docket materials are 
available either electronically in http:// 
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at 
the Regulatory Development Section, 
Air Planning Branch, Air, Pesticides and 
Toxics Management Division, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, SW., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303–8960. EPA 
requests that if at all possible, you 
contact the person listed in the FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section to 
schedule your inspection. The Regional 
Office’s official hours of business are 
Monday through Friday, 8:30 to 4:30 
excluding legal holidays. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Amanetta Wood of the Air Quality 
Modeling and Transportation Section at 
the Air Planning Branch, Air, Pesticides 
and Toxics Management Division, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 4, 61 Forsyth Street, SW., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303–8960. The 
telephone number is (404) 562–9025. 
Ms. Amanetta Wood can also be reached 
via electronic mail at 
wood.amanetta@epa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:  

Table of Contents 
I. What Is the Background for This Action? 
II. What Is EPA’s Analysis of the Charlotte, 

Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas’ Second 10-Year Maintenance 
Plan? 

III. What Is EPA’s Action on the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas’ Second 10-Year Maintenance 
Plan? 

IV. What Is an Adequacy Determination and 
What Is EPA’s Adequacy Determination 
for the Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas’ New MVEBs for 
the Year 2015? 

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews 

I. What Is the Background for This 
Action? 

In 1994, based on measured air 
quality data, the Charlotte, Raleigh- 
Durham, and Winston-Salem Areas 
were able to demonstrate attainment 
with the carbon monoxide National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 
due to numerous control measures 
implemented in each of the respective 
Areas. As a result of the measured air 
quality data, North Carolina petitioned 
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EPA for redesignation of these three 
Areas to attainment for carbon 
monoxide. In 1994, EPA redesignated 
the Winston-Salem Area to attainment 
based on the measured air quality data 
and a 10-year maintenance plan 
submitted for the Winston-Salem Area 
(59 FR 48399). In 1995, EPA 
redesignated both the Charlotte Area 
and the Raleigh-Durham Area to 
attainment based on the measured air 
quality data and the 10-year 
maintenance plan submitted for these 
areas (60 FR 39258). 

The air quality maintenance plan is a 
requirement of the 1990 CAA 
amendments for nonattainment areas 
that come into compliance with the 
NAAQS to assure their continued 
maintenance of that standard. Eight 
years after redesignation to attainment, 
section 175A(b) of the CAA requires the 
state to submit a revised maintenance 
plan which demonstrates that 
attainment will continue to be 
maintained for the 10 years following 

the initial 10-year period (this is known 
as the second 10-year maintenance 
plan). The second 10-year maintenance 
plan updates the original 10-year carbon 
monoxide maintenance plan for the next 
10-year period. Thus, pursuant to the 
CAA section 175A(b), North Carolina 
was required to submit the second 10- 
year maintenance plan for the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas demonstrating that it would 
continue to attain the carbon monoxide 
NAAQS in those Areas through 2015. 

II. What Is EPA’s Analysis of the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas’ Second 10-Year 
Maintenance Plan? 

On March 23, 2005, the State of North 
Carolina, through the North Carolina 
Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (NCDENR), submitted a SIP 
revision to EPA that provided for the 
second 10-year maintenance plan for the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas as required by 
section 175A(b) of the CAA. This 

second 10-year maintenance plan for the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas includes a new 
carbon monoxide emission inventory for 
2000 which reflects emission controls 
applicable for the Charlotte, Raleigh- 
Durham, and Winston-Salem Areas, and 
actual and projected emissions for 2000, 
2005, 2010, and 2015. The SIP revision 
also establishes new MVEBs for carbon 
monoxide for 2015 for the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas. 

The emission reduction measures for 
carbon monoxide emissions 
implemented in the Charlotte, Raleigh- 
Durham, and Winston-Salem Areas from 
1995 to 2005, and control measures that 
are projected to occur between 2005 and 
2015, are accounted for in the 2000 
emission inventory and projected 
emissions estimates. The following 
three tables provide emissions data and 
projections for carbon monoxide. The 
on-road mobile portion of the data was 
calculated with Mobile 6.2. 

TABLE 1.—CHARLOTTE CARBON MONOXIDE AREA—MECKLENBURG COUNTY EMISSION INVENTORY AND PROJECTED CO 
EMISSIONS (2000–2015) 
[Calculated in tons per day] 

Area Non-road 
mobile 

On-road 
mobile Point Total 

2000 ......................................................................................................... 24.97 142.23 522.39 5.58 695.17 
2005 ......................................................................................................... 29.42 160.64 431.03 6.43 627.52 
2010 ......................................................................................................... 32.42 171.27 357.99 7.45 569.13 
2015 ......................................................................................................... 34.96 181.77 328.79 8.27 553.79 

TABLE 2.—RALEIGH-DURHAM CARBON MONOXIDE AREA—DURHAM AND WAKE COUNTY EMISSION INVENTORY AND 
PROJECTED CO EMISSIONS (2000–2015) 

[Calculated in tons per day] 

Area Non-road 
mobile 

On-road 
mobile Point Total 

Durham County: 
2000 .................................................................................................. 13.45 31.98 178.79 0.86 225.08 
2005 .................................................................................................. 15.44 34.12 152.32 0.91 202.79 
2010 .................................................................................................. 16.73 31.52 118.71 0.98 167.94 
2015 .................................................................................................. 17.99 28.82 105.30 1.05 153.16 

Wake County: 
2000 .................................................................................................. 35.21 87.26 419.46 1.36 543.29 
2005 .................................................................................................. 41.45 97.02 362.51 1.44 502.42 
2010 .................................................................................................. 45.36 102.61 300.12 1.57 449.66 
2015 .................................................................................................. 49.21 108.12 282.39 1.69 441.41 

TABLE 3.—WINSTON-SALEM CARBON MONOXIDE AREA—FORSYTH COUNTY EMISSION INVENTORY AND PROJECTED CO 
EMISSIONS (2000–2015) 
[Calculated in tons per day] 

Area Non-road 
mobile 

On-road 
mobile Point Total 

2000 ......................................................................................................... 25.13 40.35 259.88 2.56 327.92 
2005 ......................................................................................................... 29.58 44.07 211.02 2.49 287.16 
2010 ......................................................................................................... 32.10 43.50 168.17 2.61 246.38 
2015 ......................................................................................................... 34.51 43.00 145.05 2.76 225.32 
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The attainment level of emissions is 
the level of emissions during one of the 
years in which the area met the NAAQS. 
The Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas continued to 
attain the carbon monoxide NAAQS 
based on air quality data for the year 
2000. Therefore, in this SIP revision, the 
emissions from the year 2000 are used 
to calculate a new attainment emissions 
level for the Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, 
and Winston-Salem Areas. The 
emissions from point, area, nonroad, 
and mobile sources in 2000 equal 
695.17 tons per day (tpd) of carbon 
monoxide for Mecklenburg County, 
225.08 tpd for Durham County, 543.29 
tpd for Wake County, and 327.92 tpd for 
Forsyth County. The projected carbon 
monoxide emissions for the year 2015 
equal 553.79 tpd for Mecklenburg 
County, 153.16 tpd for Durham County, 
441.41 tpd for Wake County, and 225.32 
tpd for Forsyth County. These emission 
calculations were made using the 
MOBILE6.2 model and the most recent 
version of the nonroad model. The 

projected emissions are lower than the 
attainment level of emissions, thus 
demonstrating continued maintenance 
of the carbon monoxide NAAQS. 

The safety margin is the difference 
between the attainment level of 
emissions (from all sources) and the 
projected level of emissions (from all 
sources) in the maintenance plan. The 
safety margin is for the entire Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas and is sub-allocated by county. 
The safety margin credit, or a portion 
thereof, can be allocated to the 
transportation sector, however, the total 
emission level must stay below the 
attainment level. The safety margin for 
carbon monoxide is the difference 
between these amounts or, in this case, 
141.39 tpd for Mecklenburg County for 
2015, 71.92 tpd for Durham County for 
2015, 101.88 tpd for Wake County for 
2015, and 102.59 tpd for Forsyth County 
for 2015. The emissions are projected to 
maintain the Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, 
and Winston-Salem Areas’ air quality 

consistent with the carbon monoxide 
NAAQS. 

Maintenance plans and other control 
strategy SIPs create MVEBs for criteria 
pollutants and/or their precursors to 
address pollution from cars and trucks. 
The MVEB is the portion of the total 
allowable emissions that is allocated to 
highway and transit vehicle use and 
emissions. The MVEB serves as a ceiling 
on emissions from an area’s planned 
transportation system. 

The MVEB concept is further 
explained in the preamble to the 
November 24, 1993, Transportation 
Conformity Rule (58 FR 62188). The 
preamble also describes how to 
establish and revise MVEBs in a SIP. In 
this SIP revision, the Charlotte, Raleigh- 
Durham, and Winston-Salem Areas used 
MOBILE6.2 to establish MVEBs for 
carbon monoxide for the year 2015. The 
State of North Carolina has chosen to 
allocate the entire safety margin to the 
transportation section. These MVEBs are 
listed in Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3. 

TABLE 4.1.—MECKLENBURG COUNTY 2015 MVEB WITH SAFETY MARGIN INCLUDED 

2015 projected 
on-road 

emissions 
(tons per day) 

Safety margin 
2015 MVEB 
with safety 

margin 

CO ................................................................................................................................................ 328.79 141.39 470.18 

TABLE 4.2.—DURHAM COUNTY 2015 MVEB WITH SAFETY MARGIN INCLUDED 

2015 projected 
on-road 

emissions 
(tons per day) 

Safety margin 
2015 MVEB 
with safety 

margin 

CO ................................................................................................................................................ 105.30 71.92 177.22 

TABLE 4.3.—WAKE COUNTY 2015 MVEB WITH SAFETY MARGIN INCLUDED 

2015 projected 
on-road 

emissions 
(tons per day) 

Safety margin 
2015 MVEB 
with safety 

margin 

CO ................................................................................................................................................ 282.39 101.88 384.27 

TABLE 4.4.—FORSYTH COUNTY 2015 MVEB WITH SAFETY MARGIN INCLUDED 

2015 on-road 
emissions 

(tons per day) 
Safety margin MVEB with 

safety margin 

CO ................................................................................................................................................ 145.05 102.59 247.64 

The MVEBs presented in Table 4.5 are 
directly reflective of the combined 
onroad (or ‘‘highway’’) emissions for the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas for carbon 
monoxide, plus allocation from the 

available safety margin. After allocation 
of the safety margin to the MVEBs there 
is no available safety margin for future 
allocation. In summary, the new carbon 
monoxide MVEBs for the year 2015 are 
470.18 tpd for Mecklenburg County; 

177.22 tpd for Durham County; 384.27 
tpd for Wake County; and 247.64 tpd for 
Forsyth County. The MVEBs for the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas that the 
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transportation partners must use are 
provided in the table below. 

TABLE 4.5.—2015 MVEBS FOR CO 
[Tons per day] 

Mecklenburg County ......................... 470.18 
Durham County ................................ 177.22 
Wake County .................................... 384.27 
Forsyth County ................................. 247.64 

III. What Is EPA’s Action on the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas’ Second 10-Year 
Maintenance Plan? 

EPA is approving North Carolina’s SIP 
revision pertaining to the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas’ second 10-year maintenance 
plan, including the new 2015 MVEBs 
for carbon monoxide. 

IV. What Is an Adequacy Determination 
and What Are EPA’s Adequacy 
Determinations for the Charlotte, 
Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem 
Areas’ New MVEBs for the Year 2015? 

Under Section 176(c) of the CAA, new 
transportation projects, such as the 
construction of new highways, must 
‘‘conform’’ to (i.e. be consistent with) 
the part of the State’s air quality plan 
that addresses pollution from cars and 
trucks. ‘‘Conformity’’ to the SIP means 
that transportation activities will not 
cause new air quality violations, worsen 
existing violations, or delay timely 
attainment of the NAAQS. Under the 
transportation conformity rule, at 40 
CFR part 93, projected emissions from 
transportation plans and programs must 
be equal to or less than MVEBs for the 
area. If a transportation plan does not 
‘‘conform,’’ most new projects that 
would expand the capacity of roadways 
cannot go forward. Regulations at 40 
CFR part 93 set forth EPA policy, 
criteria and procedures for 
demonstrating and assuring conformity 
of such transportation activities to a SIP. 

Until MVEBs in a SIP submittal are 
approved by EPA, they cannot be used 
for transportation conformity purposes 
unless EPA makes an affirmative finding 
that the MVEBs contained therein are 
‘‘adequate.’’ Once EPA affirmatively 
finds the submitted MVEBs adequate for 
transportation conformity purposes, 
those MVEBs can be used by the State 
and Federal agencies in determining 
whether proposed transportation 
projects ‘‘conform’’ to the SIP even 
though the approval of the SIP revision 
containing those MVEBs has not yet 
been finalized. EPA’s substantive 
criteria for determining ‘‘adequacy’’ of 
MVEBs in submitted SIPs are set out in 

EPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule 
at 40 CFR 93.118(e)(4). 

Through this rulemaking, EPA is 
providing information on the status of 
its transportation conformity adequacy 
determination for new MVEBs for the 
year 2015 that are contained in the 
second 10-year maintenance plan for the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas. The adequacy 
comment period for the 2015 MVEBs 
began on March 29, 2005, with EPA’s 
posting of availability of this submittal 
on EPA’s Adequacy Web site (at http:// 
www.epa.gov/otaq/transp.htm). The 
adequacy comment period for these 
MVEBs closed on April 28, 2005. No 
comments on this submittal were 
received during EPA’s adequacy 
comment period. 

In a letter dated April 29, 2005, to B. 
Keith Overcash, Director of the Division 
of Air Quality NCDENR, EPA informed 
the State of its intention to find the new 
2015 MVEBs for carbon monoxide 
adequate for transportation conformity 
purposes. Subsequently, in a Final 
Federal Register notice dated May 6, 
2005, (70 FR 24037) EPA found the 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas’ 2015 carbon 
monoxide MVEBs adequate. These 
MVEBs meet the adequacy criteria 
contained in the Transportation 
Conformity Rule. The 2015 MVEBs for 
the Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and 
Winston-Salem Areas are currently 
being used for transportation conformity 
determinations. For regional emission 
analysis years that involve the year 2015 
or beyond, the applicable budget for the 
purposes of conducting transportation 
conformity analysis will be the 
following 2015 MVEBs for carbon 
monoxide: 470.18 tpd for Mecklenburg 
County; 177.22 tpd for Durham County; 
384.27 tpd for Wake County; and 247.64 
tpd for Forsyth County. 

V. Statutory and Executive Order 
Reviews 

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 
51735, October 4, 1993), this action is 
not a ‘‘significant regulatory action’’ and 
therefore is not subject to review by the 
Office of Management and Budget. For 
this reason, this action is also not 
subject to Executive Order 13211, 
‘‘Actions Concerning Regulations That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use’’ (66 FR 28355, May 
22, 2001). This action merely approves 
state law as meeting Federal 
requirements and imposes no additional 
requirements beyond those imposed by 
state law. Accordingly, the 
Administrator certifies that this rule 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 

entities under the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). Because this 
rule approves pre-existing requirements 
under state law and does not impose 
any additional enforceable duty beyond 
that required by state law, it does not 
contain any unfunded mandate or 
significantly or uniquely affect small 
governments, as described in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(Public Law 104–4). 

This rule also does not have tribal 
implications because it will not have a 
substantial direct effect on one or more 
Indian tribes, on the relationship 
between the Federal Government and 
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
as specified by Executive Order 13175 
(65 FR 67249, November 9, 2000). This 
action also does not have Federalism 
implications because it does not have 
substantial direct effects on the states, 
on the relationship between the national 
government and the states, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government, as specified in 
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, 
August 10, 1999). This action merely 
affects the status of a geographical area, 
does not impose any new requirements 
on sources or allow a state to avoid 
adopting or implementing other 
requirements, and does not alter the 
relationship or the distribution of power 
and responsibilities established in the 
CAA. This rule also is not subject to 
Executive Order 13045 ‘‘Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks’’ (62 FR 19885, 
April 23, 1997), because it is not 
economically significant. 

In reviewing SIP submissions, EPA’s 
role is to approve state choices, 
provided that they meet the criteria of 
the CAA. In this context, in the absence 
of a prior existing requirement for the 
State to use voluntary consensus 
standards (VCS), EPA has no authority 
to disapprove a SIP submission for 
failure to use VCS. It would thus be 
inconsistent with applicable law for 
EPA, when it reviews a SIP submission, 
to use VCS in place of a SIP submission 
that otherwise satisfies the provisions of 
the CAA. Thus, the requirements of 
section 12(d) of the National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement 
Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 272 note) do not 
apply. This rule does not impose an 
information collection burden under the 
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). 

The Congressional Review Act, 5 
U.S.C. section 801 et seq., as added by 
the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, 
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generally provides that before a rule 
may take effect, the agency 
promulgating the rule must submit a 
rule report, which includes a copy of 
the rule, to each House of the Congress 
and to the Comptroller General of the 
United States. EPA will submit a report 
containing this rule and other required 
information to the U.S. Senate, the U.S. 
House of Representatives, and the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States prior to publication of the rule in 
the Federal Register. A major rule 
cannot take effect until 60 days after it 
is published in the Federal Register. 
This action is not a ‘‘major rule’’ as 
defined by 5 U.S.C. section 804(2). 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA, 
petitions for judicial review of this 
action must be filed in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the appropriate 
circuit by May 23, 2006. Filing a 
petition for reconsideration by the 

Administrator of this final rule does not 
affect the finality of this rule for the 
purposes of judicial review nor does it 
extend the time within which a petition 
for judicial review may be filed, and 
shall not postpone the effectiveness of 
such rule or action. This action may not 
be challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. (See section 
307(b)(2).) 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, Carbon monoxide, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Intergovernmental 
relations, Ozone. 

Dated: March 14, 2006. 
A. Stanley Maiburg, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 4. 

� 40 CFR part 52, is amended as 
follows: 

PART 52—[AMENDED] 

� 1. The authority citation for part 52 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 

Subpart II—North Carolina 

� 2. Section 52.1770 (e) is amended by 
adding a new entry at the end of the 
table for ‘‘Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, 
and Winston-Salem Carbon Monoxide 
Second 10-Year Maintenance Plan’’ to 
read as follows: 

§ 52.1770 Identification of plan. 

* * * * * 
(e) * * * 

EPA-APPROVED NORTH CAROLINA NON-REGULATORY PROVISIONS 

Provision State effective date EPA approval date Federal Register 
citation 

* * * * * * * 
Charlotte, Raleigh-Durham, and Winston-Salem Carbon Monoxide Second 

10-Year Maintenance Plan.
March 18, 2005 ....... March 24, 2006 ....... [Insert first page of 

publication] 

[FR Doc. 06–2870 Filed 3–23–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

43 CFR Part 3100 

[WO–310–1310–PP–241A] 

RIN 1004–AD83 

Oil and Gas Lease Acreage Limitation 
Exemptions and Reinstatement of Oil 
and Gas Leases 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Department of the Interior. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) is issuing this final 
rule to amend its regulations to conform 
to provisions of the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005 (EPAct) that changed oil and gas 
lease acreage limitations and oil and gas 
lease reinstatement provisions. Section 
352 of the EPAct expands the types of 
lease holdings that are exempt from the 
lease acreage holding limitations. 
Section 371 of the EPAct extends the 
time to file a lease reinstatement 
petition from 15 months to 24 months. 

DATES: This final rule is effective March 
24, 2006. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jay 
Douglas in the Fluid Minerals Group at 
(202) 452–0336. For assistance in 
reaching Mr. Douglas, persons who use 
a telecommunications device for the 
deaf (TDD) may call the Federal 
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1– 
800–877–8339, 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Background 
II. Discussion of the Final Rule 
III. Procedural Matters 

I. Background 
Section 184(d) of the Mineral Leasing 

Act of 1920 limited the amount of 
acreage a Federal oil and gas lessee may 
hold in any one state to 246,080 acres. 
That section also provides that certain 
types of acreage holdings are exempt 
from those limitations. Section 352 of 
the EPAct amended the Mineral Leasing 
Act to expand the types of acreage 
holdings that are exempt from the 
limitations imposed by the Act. 

Section 188(d) of the Mineral Leasing 
Act of 1920 provides for reinstatement, 
under certain circumstances, of Federal 
oil and gas leases that were terminated 
for nonpayment of rental. Section 371 of 
the EPAct amended that section of the 

Act by extending the maximum time for 
a lessee to submit a petition for 
reinstatement to the BLM. 

The BLM finds good cause to omit the 
general notice of proposed rulemaking 
required by 5 U.S.C. 553(b). The notice 
and comment are unnecessary because 
the terms of the EPAct are very clear 
and provide no room for interpretation. 
Both changes are required by the EPAct, 
are not discretionary on the part of the 
Secretary of the Interior, and would 
implement clear and mandatory 
provisions of a recently enacted statute. 
For all the reasons noted above, the 
BLM further finds good cause to waive 
the delay in effectiveness in 5 U.S.C. 
553(d). In addition, the provisions of the 
revised regulations do not require any 
change in conduct by the public and 
have been known to the public since the 
EPAct’s enactment in August 2005. 

II. Discussion of the Final Rule 
This final rule will implement the 

changes to the 43 CFR Part 3100 
regulations that are required because of 
amendments Sections 352 and 371 of 
the EPAct made to the Mineral Leasing 
Act. A section-by-section discussion of 
the changes follows: 

Section 3101.2–3 Excepted Acreage 
This section is revised to add the 

following to the list of acreage that will 
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Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
on February 19, 2010. 

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3104 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. CP10–47–000] 

CenterPoint Energy Gas Transmission 
Company; Prior Notice of Activity 
Under Blanket Certificate 

February 3, 2010. 
On January 26, 2010 CenterPoint 

Energy Gas Transmission Company 
(CEGT) filed a prior notice request 
pursuant to sections 157.205, 157.208 
and 157.210 of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission’s (Commission) 
regulations under the Natural Gas Act, 
and CEGT’s certificate issued September 
1, 1982, as amended February 10, 1983, 
in Docket Nos. CP82–384–000 and 
CP82–384–001. CEGT requests 
authorization to construct a new 
compressor station near the town of 
Alto in Richland Parish, Louisiana, all 
as more fully described in the 
application that is available for public 
inspection. 

Any questions regarding the 
application should be directed to 
Michelle Willis, Manager, Regulatory & 
Compliance, CenterPoint Energy Gas 
Transmission Company, P.O. Box 
21734, Shreveport, Louisiana 71151, or 
by calling (318) 429–3708. 

Any person or the Commission’s staff 
may, within 60 days after issuance of 
the instant notice by the Commission, 
file pursuant to Rule 214 of the 
Commission’s Procedural Rules (18 CFR 
385.214) a motion to intervene or notice 
of intervention and pursuant to section 
157.205 of the regulations under the 
NGA (18 CFR 157.205), a protest to the 
request. If no protest is filed within the 
time allowed therefor, the proposed 
activity shall be deemed to be 
authorized effective the day after the 
time allowed for filing a protest. If a 
protest is filed and not withdrawn 
within 30 days after the allowed time 
for filing a protest, the instant request 

shall be treated as an application for 
authorization pursuant to section 7 of 
the NGA. 

Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a notice of 
intervention or motion to intervene, as 
appropriate. Such motions or protests 
must be filed on or before the comment 
date. Anyone filing a motion to 
intervene or protest must serve a copy 
of that document on the Applicant, on 
or before the comment date. It is not 
necessary to serve motions to intervene 
or protests on persons other than the 
Applicant. 

The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of comments, 
protests and interventions in lieu of 
paper using the ‘‘eFiling’’ link at  
http://www.ferc.gov. Persons unable to 
file electronically should submit an 
original and 14 copies of the 
intervention or protest to the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street, NE., Washington, DC 20426. 

This filing is accessible on-line at 
http://www.ferc.gov, using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link and is available for 
review in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room in Washington, DC. 
There is an ‘‘eSubscription’’ link on the 
Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3098 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[EPA–R04–OAR–2010–0019; FRL–9114–2] 

Adequacy Status of the North Carolina 
Portion of the Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock 
Hill Bi-State Area Reasonable Further 
Progress Plan 8-Hour Ozone Sub-Area 
Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets for 
Transportation Conformity Purposes 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice of Adequacy. 

SUMMARY: EPA is notifying the public 
that it has found that the sub-area motor 
vehicle emissions budgets (MVEBs) for 
the North Carolina portion of the 

Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill bi-state 
area (hereafter referred to as the 
Charlotte bi-state area) in the 1997 8- 
Hour Ozone Reasonable Further 
Progress (RFP) plan, submitted on 
November 30, 2009, by the North 
Carolina Department of Air Quality (NC 
DAQ), are adequate for transportation 
conformity purposes. The bi-state 
Charlotte moderate 1997 8-hour ozone 
area is comprised of Charlotte-Gastonia 
in North Carolina; and Rock Hill (a 
portion of York County), South 
Carolina. The North Carolina portion of 
the Charlotte bi-state area is comprised 
of the following sub-areas or counties: 
Cabarrus, Gaston, partial of Iredell 
(Davidson and Coddle Creek 
Townships), Lincoln, Mecklenburg, 
Rowan, and Union. North Carolina’s 
RFP plan includes the required MVEBs 
for volatile organic compounds (VOC), 
and voluntary MVEBs for nitrogen 
oxides (NOX). This action relates only to 
the North Carolina portion of the 
Charlotte bi-state area. EPA is 
considering South Carolina’s RFP for 
the applicable portion of York County in 
a separate action. As a result of EPA’s 
finding, which is being announced in 
this notice, the North Carolina portion 
of the Charlotte bi-state area must use 
the sub-area MVEBs for future 
conformity determinations for the 1997 
8-hour ozone standard. 
DATES: These sub-area MVEBs are 
effective March 8, 2010. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dianna Smith, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 4, Air 
Planning Branch, 61 Forsyth Street, 
SW., Atlanta, Georgia 30303. Ms. Smith 
can also be reached by telephone at 
(404) 562–9207, or via electronic mail at 
smith.dianna@epa.gov. The finding is 
available at EPA’s conformity Web site: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/ 
stateresources/transconf/currsips.htm. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is simply an announcement of a 
finding that EPA has already made. EPA 
Region 4 sent a letter to NC DAQ on 
January 12, 2010, stating that the sub- 
area MVEBs identified for the North 
Carolina portion of the Charlotte bi-state 
area in the 1997 8-hour ozone RFP plan, 
submitted on November 30, 2009, are 
adequate and must be used for 
transportation conformity 
determinations in the North Carolina 
portion of the Charlotte bi-state area. 

EPA posted the availability of the sub- 
area MVEBs contained in the North 
Carolina RFP plan on EPA’s Web site on 
December 3, 2009, as part of the 
adequacy process, for the purpose of 
soliciting comments. EPA’s adequacy 
comment period ran from December 3, 
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2009, through January 3, 2010. During 
EPA’s adequacy comment period, no 
adverse comments were received on the 
MVEBs for North Carolina portion of the 
Charlotte bi-state area. Through this 
notice, EPA is informing the public that 
these sub-area MVEBs are adequate for 
transportation conformity. This finding 
has also been announced on EPA’s 
conformity Web site: http:// 
www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/ 
transconf/pastsips.htm. The adequate 
sub-area MVEBs are provided in the 
following table: 

CHARLOTTE (NORTH CAROLINA 
PORTION) 8-HOUR OZONE MVEBS 

[kilograms/day] 

County VOC NOx 

2008 Sub-Area MVEBS 

Cabarrus ................... 6,941 7,324 
Gaston ...................... 5,132 7,647 
Iredell* ....................... 3,601 5,637 
Lincoln ...................... 2,726 2,948 
Mecklenburg ............. 26,368 34,526 
Rowan ....................... 6,149 7,193 
Union ........................ 6,299 5,660 

*Iredell County MVEB for nonattainment 
area only. 

Transportation conformity is required 
by section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. 
EPA’s conformity rule, 40 CFR Part 93, 
requires that transportation plans, 
programs and projects conform to state 
air quality implementation plans and 
establishes the criteria and procedures 
for determining whether or not they do 
so. Conformity to a state 
implementation plan (SIP) means that 
transportation activities will not 
produce new air quality violations, 
worsen existing violations, or delay 
timely attainment of the national 
ambient air quality standards. 

The criteria by which EPA determines 
whether a SIP’s MVEBs are adequate for 
transportation conformity purposes are 
outlined in 40 CFR 93.118(e)(4). EPA 
has also described the process for 
determining the adequacy of submitted 
SIP budgets in a July 1, 2004, final 
rulemaking entitled, ‘‘Transportation 
Conformity Rule Amendments for the 
New 8-hour Ozone and PM2.5 National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards and 
Miscellaneous Revisions for Existing 
Areas; Transportation Conformity Rule 
Amendments: Response to Court 
Decision and Additional Rule Changes’’ 
(69 FR 40004). Please note that an 
adequacy review is separate from EPA’s 
completeness review, and it should not 
be used to prejudge EPA’s ultimate 
approval of the RFP plan for the North 
Carolina portion of the Charlotte bi-state 
area. Even if EPA finds a budget 

adequate, the RFP plan submittal could 
later be disapproved. 

Within 24 months from the effective 
date of this notice, the transportation 
partners will need to demonstrate 
conformity to the new MVEBs, if the 
demonstration has not already been 
made, pursuant to 40 CFR 93.104(e). 
See, 73 FR 4419 (January 24, 2008). 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 

Dated: February 3, 2010. 
A. Stanley Meiburg, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 4. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3239 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[EPA–HQ–OW–2003–-0064, FRL–9113–9; 
EPA ICR 1287.10, OMB Control Number 
2040–0101] 

Agency Information Collection 
Activity; Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request; Information 
Collection Request for Application for 
Sustainable Water Leadership Program 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), this document 
announces that EPA is planning to 
submit a request to update an existing 
approved Information Collection 
Request (ICR) to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). Before 
submitting the ICR to OMB for review 
and approval, EPA is soliciting 
comments on specific aspects of the 
proposed information collection as 
described below. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before April 20, 2010. 
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments, 
referencing docket ID number EPA–HQ– 
OW–2003–0064, by one of the following 
methods: 

• http://www.regulations.gov: Follow 
the online instructions for submitting 
comments. 

• E-mail: ow-docket@epa.gov 
(Identify Docket ID number EPA–HQ– 
OW–2003–0064, in the subject line) 

• Mail: Water Docket, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Mailcode: 4203M, 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., 
Washington, DC 20460. Please include a 
total of three copies. 

• Hand Delivery: EPA Docket Center, 
EPA West, Room 3334, 1301 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC. Such deliveries are only accepted 
during the Docket’s normal hours of 

operation, and special arrangements 
should be made for deliveries of boxed 
information. 

Instructions: Direct your comments 
identified by the Docket ID number 
EPA–HQ–OW–2003–0064. EPA’s policy 
is that all comments received will be 
included in the public docket without 
change and may be made available 
online at www.regulations.gov, 
including any personal information 
provided, unless the comment includes 
information claimed to be Confidential 
Business Information (CBI) or other 
information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. Do not submit 
information that you consider to be CBI 
or otherwise protected through http:// 
www.regulations.gov or e-mail. The 
http://www.regulations.gov Web site is 
an ‘‘anonymous access’’ system, which 
means EPA will not know your identity 
or contact information unless you 
provide it in the body of your comment. 
If you send an e-mail comment directly 
to EPA without going through http:// 
www.regulations.gov, your e-mail 
address will be automatically captured 
and included as part of the comment 
that is placed in the public docket and 
made available on the Internet. If you 
submit an electronic comment, EPA 
recommends that you include your 
name and other contact information in 
the body of your comment and with any 
disk or CD–ROM you submit. If EPA 
cannot read your comment due to 
technical difficulties and cannot contact 
you for clarification, EPA may not be 
able to consider your comment. 
Electronic files should avoid the use of 
special characters, any form of 
encryption, and be free of any defects or 
viruses. For additional information 
about EPA’s public docket, visit the EPA 
Docket Center homepage at http:// 
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets.htm. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gregory Gwaltney, Municipal Support 
Division, Office of Wastewater 
Management, OWM Mail Code: 4204M, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Room 7111—EPA East, 1200 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, 
DC 20460; telephone number: (202) 
564–2340; e-mail address: 
gwaltney.gregory@epa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

How Can I Access the Docket and/or 
Submit Comments? 

EPA has established a public docket 
for the ICR identified in this document 
(ID number EPA–HQ–OW–2003–0064), 
which is available for online viewing at 
http://www.regulations.gov, or in person 
viewing at the Water Docket in the EPA 
Docket Center (EPA/DC), EPA West, 
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Appendix C:  Interagency Consultation  
   



 

Metrolina Region 2009-15 TIP Amendment, 2035 LRTP Amendment, 
 and Conformity Plan Interagency Consultation Meeting 

 
ACTION & FOLLOW-UP ITEMS/NOTES  

November 30, 2010 

 

ATTENDEES 

CDOT:  Joe McLelland, Anna Gallup, Andy Grzymski, Eldewins Haynes 
NCDOT: Anil Panicker 
MUMPO:  Bob Cook, Nick Polimeni 
CATS: David McDonald 

CALL-IN ATTENDEES 

CDOT:   
Cabarrus-Rowan MPO:   
Gaston MPO:  
RFATS:  
Lake Norman RPO:  
Rocky River RPO: Dana Stoogenke 
FHWA: Loretta Barren, Eddie Dancausse  
NCDAQ: Janice Godfrey, Heather Hildebrandt, Vicki Chandler 
SCDHEC:  
Kimley-Horn:  
EPA: Dianna Smith 
NCDOT: Jamal Alavi, Terry Arellano, Mark Smith, Derry Schmidt, Craig Gresham  
SCDOT: 
Mecklenburg Co. AQ:   
NC Turnpike Authority:  
Union Co.:   

ITEMS DISCUSSED: 

STREETCAR PROJECT: The full project is in the 2035 horizon of the current LRTP, but 
this 1.5 mile initial link is not in the 2009-15 TIP, nor is it in the 2015 or 2025 horizon year of 
the current LRTP.  CATS qualifies to receive a $25 million federal grant for the project, if the 
project is in the current TIP.  Amending the 2009-15 TIP will fit the timeline for receiving 
the grant, whereas waiting to have it in the 2012-18 TIP update would make the project 
ineligible for the grant.  David McDonald proposed that this initial 1.5 mile link of the 
streetcar project is not regionally significant.  FTA (Keith Melton) also agreed with this 
assessment (based on offline discussion with David prior to this meeting).  FHWA, DAQ, 
and EPA agreed with the assessment during the meeting.  As a result, no modeling or air 
quality analysis is required for this amendment.  FHWA also added that an administrative 
amendment to the conformity document was needed in addition to the TIP and LRTP (2015 
and 2025 horizon years) amendment.  MUMPO will also have to allow opportunity for 
public comment on both.  The TIP and LRTP amendment will also need the proper MUMPO 
resolutions. 



 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS: 
• FHWA to provide template for administrative conformity amendment from Triangle 

area. Responsibility: Eddie Dancausse 
• Use Triangle CD administrative amendment as a template for MUMPO’s CD 

administrative amendment.  Responsibility: Eldewins Haynes. 
• Update Conformity Process Schedule to exclude modeling and emissions calculation.  

Also avoid conflicts between the amendment CPS and the 2012-18 TIP update CPS. 
Responsibility: Eldewins Haynes. 

• Provide FTA (Keith Melton) a copy of meeting notes.  Responsibility: Eldewins 
Haynes. 

• MUMPO will be responsible for the following action items: 
• Adoption of the conformity determination on the 09-15 TIP amendment 
• Adoption of the conformity determination on the 2035 LRTP amendment 
• Adoption on the amendment on the 09-15 TIP 
• Adoption on the amendment on the 2035 LRTP 

 Additional interagency consultation meetings for the 2009-15 TIP 
amendment will be scheduled on an as-needed basis.  
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 North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
  Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 February 3, 2011 (919) 856-4346 
  (919) 747-7030 
  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ncdiv/ 
   
  In Reply Refer To: 
  HDA-NC 
 
Ms. Dianna Smith 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, SW - Atlanta Federal Center 
Atlanta, GA  30303-8960 
 
Dear Ms. Smith: 
 
Posted on the Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) website 
(http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm) for your review and comment is the 
Draft Metrolina Region Conformity Determination Report for: 
 

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Amendment 

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO FY 2009-2015 Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment 

 Projects from the FY 2009-2015 State TIP for the donut area of Union. 
 
We are requesting comments on the draft report prior to the final review and approval in April 
2011.  Our goal is to obtain comments on the draft report and address issues prior to the release 
of the final document.  Hopefully, this upfront work will result in “clean” concurrence letters for 
the final document during the April review.  We request that you provide our office with your 
comments by February 23, 2011. 
 
Please contact Mr. Eddie Dancausse at 919-747-7026, if you have questions or need additional 
information for your review. 
 
 Sincerely, 
  
   
  
 For John F. Sullivan, III, P.E. 
 Division Administrator 
 
cc: Sheila Holman, Director, Division of Air Quality, NCDENR 

Susan Coward, Deputy Secretary, Intergovernmental Affairs and Budget 
Coordination, NCDOT 
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 North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
  Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 February 3, 2011 (919) 856-4346 
  (919) 747-7030 
  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ncdiv/ 
   
  In Reply Refer To: 
  HDA-NC 
Mr. Richard Schutt 
Chief, Air Planning Branch 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, SW – Atlanta Federal Center 
Atlanta, GA  30303-8960 
 
Dear Mr. Schutt: 
 
Posted on the Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) website 
(http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm) for your review and comment is the 
Draft Metrolina Region Conformity Determination Report for: 
 

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Amendment  

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO FY 2009-2015 Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment 

 Projects from the FY 2009-2015 State TIP for the donut area of Union. 
 
We are requesting comments on the draft report prior to the final review and approval in April 
2011.  Our goal is to obtain comments on the draft report and address issues prior to the release 
of the final document.  Hopefully, this upfront work will result in “clean” concurrence letters for 
the final document during the April review.  We request that you provide our office with your 
comments by February 23, 2011. 
 
Please contact Mr. Eddie Dancausse at 919-747-7026, if you have questions or need additional 
information for your review. 
 
 Sincerely, 
  
   
  
 For John F. Sullivan, III, P.E. 
 Division Administrator 
 
cc: Sheila Holman, Director, Division of Air Quality, NCDENR 

Susan Coward, Deputy Secretary, Intergovernmental Affairs and Budget 
Coordination, NCDOT 
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 North Carolina Division 310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410 
  Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
 February 3, 2011 (919) 856-4346 
  (919) 747-7030 
  http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ncdiv/ 
   
  In Reply Refer To: 
  HDA-NC 
 
Mr. Keith Melton 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IV 
230 Peachtree Street NW, Suite 800 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
 
Dear Mr. Melton: 
 
Posted on the Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) website 
(http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm) for your review and comment is the 
Draft Metrolina Region Conformity Determination Report for: 
 

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
Amendment 

 The Mecklenburg Union MPO FY 2009-2015 Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment 

 Projects from the FY 2009-2015 State TIP for the donut area of Union. 
 
We are requesting comments on the draft report prior to the final review and approval in April 
2011.  Our goal is to obtain comments on the draft report and address issues prior to the release 
of the final document.  Hopefully, this upfront work will result in “clean” concurrence letters for 
the final document during the April review.  We request that you provide our office with your 
comments by February 23, 2011. 
 
Please contact Mr. Eddie Dancausse at 919-747-7026, if you have questions or need additional 
information for your review. 
 
 Sincerely, 
  
   
  
 For John F. Sullivan, III, P.E. 
 Division Administrator 
 
cc: Sheila Holman, Director, Division of Air Quality, NCDENR 

Susan Coward, Deputy Secretary, Intergovernmental Affairs and Budget 
Coordination, NCDOT 
  
 

http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm�
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Haynes, Eldewins

From: Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2011 3:39 PM
To: Haynes, Eldewins
Cc: Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov
Subject: FW: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination 

Report
Attachments: Comments to FHWA_MPO_Streetcar Starter Segment.docx

Eldewins, 
 
FTA’s comments are provided in the email below and the attached file.  This comment is in support of the conformity 
determination.  It does not requires any revision or modification to the CDR. 
 
I would include it in the appropriate appendix in the CDR. 
 
If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Eddie 
 

From: Melton, Boyd (FTA)  
Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2011 11:12 AM 
To: Dancausse, Edward (FHWA) 
Cc: Orr, Elizabeth (FTA) 
Subject: RE: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
 

Eddie ‐‐ Here are our comments.  Thanks.   
 
Streetcar “Starter Segment” – Charlotte NC 
Comments to FHWA‐NC and Interagency Team from FTA Region IV 
February 8, 2011 
 
FTA agrees the above 1.5 mile approximate project is not a regionally significant project.   FTA feels the above project 
will act as an urban circulator in an area of disproportionately high transit ridership, providing greater multi‐modal 
access to transit dependent populations.   In this area, approximately 19.8 % of the population is also classified as low 
income persons and many do not have access to private autos.  Forecast daily ridership may be from 8,000 to 15,000 
persons by 2030 – depending upon forecasting models used – and bus routes will be adjusted over time to reflect the 
introduction of service.   Indeed, the transit dependent, downtown/area workers and pedestrians may be the largest 
beneficiaries of the project.  Improved sidewalks are planned near many stops and stations.  While there will be some 
conflicts for bicyclists, and while several intersections will see LOS decline as a result of streetcar construction – the 
overall benefits of improved connectivity and multi modal options and access should be a positive benefit for the area. 
The City’s Centers and Corridors Plans – will reflect some setback and urban design goals to accommodate the streetcar, 
pedestrians and bicyclists.   Significant new development is projected for the area over the no‐build scenario – resulting 
in more compact, high intensity development which may be more “walkable”.  Greater connectivity will result along the 
streetcar line – with intermodal connections to CATS bus and light rail lines and the central station in downtown.    
Energy savings should result. 
As required, we understand the LRTP, TIP and STIP are being updated to accommodate the construction of the starter 
segment by 2012 ‐ 2013.  Thanks.      
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From: Dancausse, Edward (FHWA)  
Sent: Monday, February 07, 2011 4:01 PM 
To: Melton, Boyd (FTA) 
Subject: RE: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
 
Keith, 
 
That would be great.  Thanks Eddie 
 

From: Melton, Boyd (FTA)  
Sent: Monday, February 07, 2011 3:57 PM 
To: Dancausse, Edward (FHWA) 
Subject: RE: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
 

Eddie: 
 
Is it OK to send comments by e mail? 
 
From: Dancausse, Edward (FHWA)  
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2011 11:35 AM 
To: Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Melton, Boyd (FTA); Dianna Smith (smith.dianna@epa.gov) 
Cc: Haynes, Eldewins; Anil Panicker (atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana 
Stoogenke (dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; Gibbs, Tim; Jamal Alavi ; 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Schmidt, Derry A; 
'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Steinman, Norman; Thomas, Earlene W; Dabney, Unwanna; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); Reed, 
Donna (FHWA) 
Subject: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
 
Keith/Dianna, 
 
The attached files contain the FHWA letter requesting review and comment of the MUMPO Streetcar Amendment Draft 
Conformity Determination Report (CDR).  I will not be sending hard copies of these letters.  If you want a hard copy for 
your files please print a copy. 
 
Heather:  Please let this email represent my request for your review of the document 
 
The draft CDR is provided in the MUMPO website.  A weblink is provided in the attached letters and in the email sent by 
E. Haynes on 2/1/11 (provided below). 
 
I am requesting your review comments by 2/23/11.   
 
If you have any questions or need additional information/time for your review , please let me know. 
 
Thanks, 
Eddie 
 

From: Haynes, Eldewins [mailto:ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 01, 2011 12:31 PM 
To: Amanetta Somerville (Somerville.amanetta@epa.gov); Anil Panicker (atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; 
Bernie Yacobucci; 'Betty Whitley'; Bjorn Hansen; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana Stoogenke 
(dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; 'dhooper@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; 'Diane Janicki (E-mail)'; 
'dpkeilson@ncdot.gov'; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); 'FThomas@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; Gallup, Anna; 
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'george.bridgers@ncmail.net'; Gibbs, Tim; 'Hank Graham (E-mail) ' (hankg@cityofgastonia.com); Haynes, Eldewins; 
Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Jamal Alavi ; janice. godfrey (Janice.Godfrey@ncdenr.gov); 
'jeff.dayton@ncturnpike.org'; 'jennifer.harris@ncturnpike.org'; John Burris; Melton, Boyd (FTA); 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; 'ldosse@ncdot.gov'; Leslie N. Coolidge; Barren, Loretta (FHWA); 'Lynorae Benjamin'; 
McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Michael Juras; P. E. Craig Gresham (craig@teamgresham.com); 
pconrad@mblsolution.com; Rebecca Yarbrough (E-mail) (ryarbrough@centralina.org); Rhodes, Leslie; Schmidt, Derry A; 
Shannon Ransom; 'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Spencer Franklin; Steinman, Norman; 'Steven Liu'; Thomas, Earlene W; Tim 
Padgett; 'Vicki.Chandler@ncmail.net'; Wendy Bell (wbell@catawbacog.org); Wong, Vincent 
Subject: Amendment for MUMPO 2009-15 TIP, 2035 LRTP, and Conformity 
 
All, 
 
The Mecklenburg-Union MPO approved the start of a public comment period for the following documents: 
 

• Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 
• 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment 
• Air Quality Conformity Determinations 

 
The comment period began on Tuesday, January 25 and will extend to 5:00 PM, Wednesday, February 23. 
 
http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm 
 
From there, you may find the links to view the following documents: 

• Amendment Report  
• Draft Conformity Determination Report  

 
Comments on this matter may be sent directly to: 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
600 E. Fourth St. 
Charlotte, NC 28202 
FAX: 704‐336‐5123 
E‐Mail: rwcook@charlottenc.gov 
 
 
 
Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist 
Notice my new email address!  ehaynes@charlottenc.gov 
Charlotte DOT 
600 East Fourth Street 
Charlotte, NC  28202 
phone: 704-336-7621 
Fax:   704-336-4400 
Click here to help air quality and save money 
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Haynes, Eldewins

From: Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2011 3:48 PM
To: Haynes, Eldewins
Cc: Haynes, Eldewins; atpanicker@ncdot.gov; tarellano@ncdot.gov; Cook, Robert (Planning); 

dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org; danthomas@ncdot.gov; Gibbs, Tim; jalavi@ncdot.gov; 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; mgsmith@ncdot.gov; 
daschmidt@ncdot.gov; smith.dianna@epa.gov; Steinman, Norman; ewthomas@ncdot.gov; 
Unwanna.Dabney@dot.gov; Donna.Reed@dot.gov; Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov; 
Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Keith.Melton@dot.gov; smith.dianna@epa.gov; 
Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov

Subject: RE: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination 
Report

Attachments: EJD Email 2.10.11.htm; EPA OK 2.16.11.txt; NCDAQ OK 2.18.11.htm

Eldewins, 
 
The agency partners (FHWA, EPA, FTA and NCDAQ) reviewed the Draft CDR and have no comments (see the attached 
files). 
 
We look forward to the final Federal Review once the MPO make a conformity determination and adopts the project 
amendment. 
 
Please place this email along with the attached files in the appropriate appendix in the CDR. 
 
If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Eddie 
 

From: Dancausse, Edward (FHWA)  
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2011 11:35 AM 
To: Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Melton, Boyd (FTA); Dianna Smith (smith.dianna@epa.gov) 
Cc: 'Haynes, Eldewins'; Anil Panicker (atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana 
Stoogenke (dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; Gibbs, Tim; Jamal Alavi ; 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Schmidt, Derry A; 
'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Steinman, Norman; Thomas, Earlene W; Dabney, Unwanna; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); Reed, 
Donna (FHWA) 
Subject: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
 
Keith/Dianna, 
 
The attached files contain the FHWA letter requesting review and comment of the MUMPO Streetcar Amendment Draft 
Conformity Determination Report (CDR).  I will not be sending hard copies of these letters.  If you want a hard copy for 
your files please print a copy. 
 
Heather:  Please let this email represent my request for your review of the document 
 
The draft CDR is provided in the MUMPO website.  A weblink is provided in the attached letters and in the email sent by 
E. Haynes on 2/1/11 (provided below). 
 
I am requesting your review comments by 2/23/11.   
 
If you have any questions or need additional information/time for your review , please let me know. 
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Thanks, 
Eddie 
 

From: Haynes, Eldewins [mailto:ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 01, 2011 12:31 PM 
To: Amanetta Somerville (Somerville.amanetta@epa.gov); Anil Panicker (atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; 
Bernie Yacobucci; 'Betty Whitley'; Bjorn Hansen; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana Stoogenke 
(dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; 'dhooper@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; 'Diane Janicki (E-mail)'; 
'dpkeilson@ncdot.gov'; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); 'FThomas@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; Gallup, Anna; 
'george.bridgers@ncmail.net'; Gibbs, Tim; 'Hank Graham (E-mail) ' (hankg@cityofgastonia.com); Haynes, Eldewins; 
Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Jamal Alavi ; janice. godfrey (Janice.Godfrey@ncdenr.gov); 
'jeff.dayton@ncturnpike.org'; 'jennifer.harris@ncturnpike.org'; John Burris; Melton, Boyd (FTA); 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; 'ldosse@ncdot.gov'; Leslie N. Coolidge; Barren, Loretta (FHWA); 'Lynorae Benjamin'; 
McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Michael Juras; P. E. Craig Gresham (craig@teamgresham.com); 
pconrad@mblsolution.com; Rebecca Yarbrough (E-mail) (ryarbrough@centralina.org); Rhodes, Leslie; Schmidt, Derry A; 
Shannon Ransom; 'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Spencer Franklin; Steinman, Norman; 'Steven Liu'; Thomas, Earlene W; Tim 
Padgett; 'Vicki.Chandler@ncmail.net'; Wendy Bell (wbell@catawbacog.org); Wong, Vincent 
Subject: Amendment for MUMPO 2009-15 TIP, 2035 LRTP, and Conformity 
 
All, 
 
The Mecklenburg-Union MPO approved the start of a public comment period for the following documents: 
 

• Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 
• 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment 
• Air Quality Conformity Determinations 

 
The comment period began on Tuesday, January 25 and will extend to 5:00 PM, Wednesday, February 23. 
 
http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm 
 
From there, you may find the links to view the following documents: 

• Amendment Report  
• Draft Conformity Determination Report  

 
Comments on this matter may be sent directly to: 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
600 E. Fourth St. 
Charlotte, NC 28202 
FAX: 704‐336‐5123 
E‐Mail: rwcook@charlottenc.gov 
 
 
 
Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist 
Notice my new email address!  ehaynes@charlottenc.gov 
Charlotte DOT 
600 East Fourth Street 
Charlotte, NC  28202 
phone: 704-336-7621 
Fax:   704-336-4400 
Click here to help air quality and save money 
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Haynes, Eldewins

From: Hildebrandt, Heather [heather.hildebrandt@ncdenr.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2011 1:42 PM
To: Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov; Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Keith.Melton@dot.gov; 

smith.dianna@epa.gov
Cc: Haynes, Eldewins; Panicker, Anil T; Arellano, Terry C; Cook, Robert (Planning); 

dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org; Thomas, Dan; Gibbs, Tim; Alavi, J S; 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; Smith, Mark G; Schmidt, Derry 
A; smith.dianna@epa.gov; Steinman, Norman; Thomas, Earlene W; 
Unwanna.Dabney@dot.gov; Donna.Reed@dot.gov

Subject: RE: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination 
Report

I have reviewed the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Analysis and do not have any comments.  I will 
begin the process to draft the DAQ letter of support for signature by upper management.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this report. 
 
**PLEASE NOTE MY NEW E‐MAIL ADDRESS** 
 
‐‐ 
Heather J. Hildebrandt 
Environmental Engineer 
NC DENR, Division of Air Quality 
Technical Services Section 
Mobile Sources Compliance Branch 
heather.hildebrandt@ncdenr.gov 
1641 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699‐1641 
Phone (919) 733‐1498 
Fax (919) 733‐1812 
www.ncair.org 
 
******************************************************************************************* 
 
E-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to the 
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
 
******************************************************************************************* 
 
 

From: Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov [mailto:Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, February 03, 2011 11:35 AM 
To: Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Keith.Melton@dot.gov; smith.dianna@epa.gov 
Cc: ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Panicker, Anil T; Arellano, Terry C; rwcook@ci.charlotte.nc.us; 
dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org; Thomas, Dan; tgibbs@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Alavi, J S; Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; 
dmcdonald@ci.charlotte.nc.us; jwmclelland@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Smith, Mark G; Schmidt, Derry A; smith.dianna@epa.gov; 
nsteinman@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Thomas, Earlene W; Unwanna.Dabney@dot.gov; Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov; 
Donna.Reed@dot.gov 
Subject: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report 
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Keith/Dianna, 
 
The attached files contain the FHWA letter requesting review and comment of the MUMPO Streetcar Amendment Draft 
Conformity Determination Report (CDR).  I will not be sending hard copies of these letters.  If you want a hard copy for 
your files please print a copy. 
 
Heather:  Please let this email represent my request for your review of the document 
 
The draft CDR is provided in the MUMPO website.  A weblink is provided in the attached letters and in the email sent by 
E. Haynes on 2/1/11 (provided below). 
 
I am requesting your review comments by 2/23/11.   
 
If you have any questions or need additional information/time for your review , please let me know. 
 
Thanks, 
Eddie 
 

From: Haynes, Eldewins [mailto:ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 01, 2011 12:31 PM 
To: Amanetta Somerville (Somerville.amanetta@epa.gov); Anil Panicker (atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; 
Bernie Yacobucci; 'Betty Whitley'; Bjorn Hansen; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana Stoogenke 
(dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; 'dhooper@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; 'Diane Janicki (E-mail)'; 
'dpkeilson@ncdot.gov'; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); 'FThomas@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; Gallup, Anna; 
'george.bridgers@ncmail.net'; Gibbs, Tim; 'Hank Graham (E-mail) ' (hankg@cityofgastonia.com); Haynes, Eldewins; 
Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; Jamal Alavi ; janice. godfrey (Janice.Godfrey@ncdenr.gov); 
'jeff.dayton@ncturnpike.org'; 'jennifer.harris@ncturnpike.org'; John Burris; Melton, Boyd (FTA); 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; 'ldosse@ncdot.gov'; Leslie N. Coolidge; Barren, Loretta (FHWA); 'Lynorae Benjamin'; 
McDonald, David; McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Michael Juras; P. E. Craig Gresham (craig@teamgresham.com); 
pconrad@mblsolution.com; Rebecca Yarbrough (E-mail) (ryarbrough@centralina.org); Rhodes, Leslie; Schmidt, Derry A; 
Shannon Ransom; 'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Spencer Franklin; Steinman, Norman; 'Steven Liu'; Thomas, Earlene W; Tim 
Padgett; 'Vicki.Chandler@ncmail.net'; Wendy Bell (wbell@catawbacog.org); Wong, Vincent 
Subject: Amendment for MUMPO 2009-15 TIP, 2035 LRTP, and Conformity 
 
All, 
 
The Mecklenburg-Union MPO approved the start of a public comment period for the following documents: 
 

• Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 
• 2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment 
• Air Quality Conformity Determinations 

 
The comment period began on Tuesday, January 25 and will extend to 5:00 PM, Wednesday, February 23. 
 
http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm 
 
From there, you may find the links to view the following documents: 

• Amendment Report  
• Draft Conformity Determination Report  

 
Comments on this matter may be sent directly to: 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
600 E. Fourth St. 
Charlotte, NC 28202 
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FAX: 704‐336‐5123 
E‐Mail: rwcook@charlottenc.gov 
 
 
 
Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist 
Notice my new email address!  ehaynes@charlottenc.gov 
Charlotte DOT 
600 East Fourth Street 
Charlotte, NC  28202 
phone: 704-336-7621 
Fax:   704-336-4400 
Click here to help air quality and save money 
 



file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/ehaynes/My%20Documents/m...LRTP/2009-15%20TIP%20Amendment/Comments/EPA%20OK%202.16.11.txt

From:   Smith.Dianna@epamail.epa.gov
Sent:   Wednesday, February 16, 2011 9:44 AM
To:     Dancausse, Edward (FHWA)
Cc:     atpanicker@ncdot.gov; danthomas@ncdot.gov; daschmidt@ncdot.gov; 
dmcdonald@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Reed, Donna (FHWA); 
dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org; Dancausse, Edward (FHWA); 
ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us; ewthomas@ncdot.gov; 
Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; jalavi@ncdot.gov; 
jwmclelland@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Melton, Boyd (FTA); 
Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; mgsmith@ncdot.gov; 
nsteinman@ci.charlotte.nc.us; rwcook@ci.charlotte.nc.us; 
tarellano@ncdot.gov; tgibbs@ci.charlotte.nc.us; Dabney, Unwanna
Subject:        Re: Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity 
Determination Report
Attachments:    11b03pd01 ejd.pdf; 11b03pd02 ejd.pdf; 11b03pd03 ejd.pdf

Eddie,

I have reviewed the draft Conformity Determination Report for this Street Car 
project and do not have any comments.

Dianna B. Smith
Environmental Scientist
Air Quality Modeling and Transportation
(404) 562-9207
e-mail  smith.dianna@epa.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message and any attachments from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency may contain CONFIDENTIAL and legally protected 
information.  If you are not the addressee or intended recipient, please do 
not read, print, copy, use or disclose this communication to others; also, 
please notify the sender by replying to this message, and then delete it from 
your system.

                                                                                                   
  From:       <Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov>                                                           
                                                                                                   

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/ehaynes/My%...20TIP%20Amendment/Comments/EPA%20OK%202.16.11.txt (1 of 4) [2/23/2011 2:25:43 PM]
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  To:         <Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net>, <Keith.Melton@dot.gov>, Dianna                     
              Smith/R4/USEPA/US@EPA                                                                
                                                                                                   
  Cc:         <ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us>, <atpanicker@ncdot.gov>, 
<tarellano@ncdot.gov>,         
              <rwcook@ci.charlotte.nc.us>, <dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org>, 
<danthomas@ncdot.gov>,  
              <tgibbs@ci.charlotte.nc.us>, <jalavi@ncdot.gov>, 
<Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net>,          
              <dmcdonald@ci.charlotte.nc.us>, 
<jwmclelland@ci.charlotte.nc.us>,                    
              <mgsmith@ncdot.gov>, <daschmidt@ncdot.gov>, Dianna 
Smith/R4/USEPA/US@EPA,            
              <nsteinman@ci.charlotte.nc.us>, <ewthomas@ncdot.gov>, 
<Unwanna.Dabney@dot.gov>,      
              <Edward.Dancausse@dot.gov>, <Donna.Reed@dot.gov>                                     
                                                                                                   
  Date:       02/03/2011 11:35 AM                                                                  
                                                                                                   
  Subject:    Agency Review of the MUMPO Street Car Amendment Draft Conformity 
Determination       
              Report                                                                               
                                                                                                   

Keith/Dianna,

The attached files contain the FHWA letter requesting review and comment of 
the MUMPO Streetcar Amendment Draft Conformity Determination Report (CDR).  I 
will not be sending hard copies of these letters.  If you want a hard copy for 
your files please print a copy.

Heather:  Please let this email represent my request for your review of the 
document

The draft CDR is provided in the MUMPO website.  A weblink is provided in the 
attached letters and in the email sent by E. Haynes on 2/1/11 (provided 
below).

I am requesting your review comments by 2/23/11.

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/ehaynes/My%...20TIP%20Amendment/Comments/EPA%20OK%202.16.11.txt (2 of 4) [2/23/2011 2:25:43 PM]
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If you have any questions or need additional information/time for your review 
, please let me know.

Thanks,
Eddie

From: Haynes, Eldewins [mailto:ehaynes@ci.charlotte.nc.us]
Sent: Tuesday, February 01, 2011 12:31 PM
To: Amanetta Somerville (Somerville.amanetta@epa.gov); Anil Panicker 
(atpanicker@ncdot.gov); Arellano, Terry C; Bernie Yacobucci; 'Betty Whitley'; 
Bjorn Hansen; Cook, Robert (Planning); 'Dana Stoogenke 
(dstoogenke@rockyriverrpo.org)'; 'danthomas@ncdot.gov'; 'dhooper@ci.rock-
hill.sc.us'; 'Diane Janicki (E-mail)'; 'dpkeilson@ncdot.gov'; Dancausse, 
Edward (FHWA); 'FThomas@ci.rock-hill.sc.us'; Gallup, Anna; 
'george.bridgers@ncmail.net'; Gibbs, Tim; 'Hank Graham (E-mail) ' 
(hankg@cityofgastonia.com); Haynes, Eldewins; Heather.Hildebrandt@ncmail.net; 
Jamal Alavi ; janice. godfrey (Janice.Godfrey@ncdenr.gov); 
'jeff.dayton@ncturnpike.org'; 'jennifer.harris@ncturnpike.org'; John Burris; 
Melton, Boyd (FTA); Laura.Boothe@ncmail.net; 'ldosse@ncdot.gov'; Leslie N. 
Coolidge; Barren, Loretta (FHWA); 'Lynorae Benjamin'; McDonald, David; 
McLelland, Joe; 'mgsmith@ncdot.gov'; Michael Juras; P. E. Craig Gresham 
(craig@teamgresham.com); pconrad@mblsolution.com; Rebecca Yarbrough
(E-mail) (ryarbrough@centralina.org); Rhodes, Leslie; Schmidt, Derry A; 
Shannon Ransom; 'smith.dianna@epa.gov'; Spencer Franklin; Steinman, Norman; 
'Steven Liu'; Thomas, Earlene W; Tim Padgett; 'Vicki.Chandler@ncmail.net'; 
Wendy Bell (wbell@catawbacog.org); Wong, Vincent
Subject: Amendment for MUMPO 2009-15 TIP, 2035 LRTP, and Conformity

All,

The Mecklenburg-Union MPO approved the start of a public comment period for 
the following documents:

      ·         Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment
      ·         2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment
      ·         Air Quality Conformity Determinations

The comment period began on Tuesday, January 25 and will extend to 5:00 PM, 
Wednesday, February 23.

http://www.mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm
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From there, you may find the links to view the following documents:
      Amendment Report
      Draft Conformity Determination Report

Comments on this matter may be sent directly to:
Robert W. Cook, AICP
MUMPO Secretary
600 E. Fourth St.
Charlotte, NC 28202
FAX: 704-336-5123
E-Mail: rwcook@charlottenc.gov

Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist Notice my new email address!  
ehaynes@charlottenc.gov Charlotte DOT 600 East Fourth Street Charlotte, NC  
28202
phone: 704-336-7621
Fax:   704-336-4400
Click here to help air quality and save money  (See attached file: 11b03pd01 
ejd.pdf)(See attached file: 11b03pd02 ejd.pdf)(See attached file: 11b03pd03 
ejd.pdf)
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Charlotte Streetcar Project 
Public Comments 

2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment 
2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 

Air Quality Conformity Determination 
 
The following comments concerning the required MUMPO actions on the Charlotte Streetcar 
project were received during the public comment period-January 25, 2011 through February 23, 
2011. 
 
Comments Received by E-Mail 
Comment 1 
When are you bureaucrats going to stop wasting taxpayer to increase your hat size? Why don't 
you all become day traders and waste your own money to increase your egos? The USA should 
do what they do to Middle Easterners who steal, cut off their hands. I guess someone forget to 
tell the public about the additional 12 million dollars coming from the city's General Fund of 12 
million. 36 million dollars would go a long way to feed the homeless or to educate the 
uneducated or doesn't it matter that 22% of the population in Mecklenburg county is illiterate. I 
guess if they reduced that percentage then the Jack Asses wouldn't control the county huh? 
Edward Bock [tong_92@yahoo.com] 
 
Comment 2 
We are broke! 
AUSTINM1@nationwide.com 
 
Comment 3 
Dear Mr. Cook, 
Sorry I can't make the meeting this afternoon - I've got a dental appointment. 
 
 Regarding the streetcar, I don't think it is worth all the money that has already been poured into 
it.  It just doesn't serve as many people as it should, nor does it take them far enough.  If this 
was needed, it could be done with Gold Rush vehicles and not have all the infrastructure costs. 

mailto:AUSTINM1@nationwide.com
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 Please discontinue this project. 
  
I see that the website mentions a $25 million federal grant.  Why doesn't it also mention the $12 
million General Fund money pledged by Charlotte? 
  
Thank you, 
  
Tim Wallace 
1051-A Churchill Downs Court 
Charlotte, NC  28211 
704-442-8658 
Tim Wallace [timwgov@yahoo.com] 
Comment 4 
If we are doing this with the private support of others, we need a streetcar...why?  
dej57@aol.com 
 
(This e-mail correspondence included as an attachment a recent Charlotte Observer article 
about the extension of CATS’s Gold Rush service to the campuses of Johnson C. Smith 
University and Central Piedmont Community College.) 
 
Comment 5 
http://mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm 
There is no mention of the $12m the city has to come up with, nor the operation costs the city 
will pay, on this webpage. 
Why? 
If you are asking for comments from the public don't you think the costs should be accurately 
reported?  Why mention the $25 mil grant but not the other cost 
to the taxpayers of the city?   
Dale Johnson 
Charlotte 
dej57@aol.com 
 
Comment 6 
I understand you are the person to talk to right now for those of us who are pro fiscal 
responsibility and against the street car project.  If there had been a reasonable ridership study.. 
If funding was available for this and future segments.. If the city streets were wide enough to 
accommodate the tracks without disrupting traffic.. and if tax payers were not already stretched 
to the max and facing a property revvluation I might consider supporting this project.  As it is 
however this is going to be another in a long line of money losing projects.  Please do your part 
to not put us on the hook for another multi million dollar boondoggle.  
 
See also, whitewater center, NASCAR hall of fame, light rail, numerous museuems etc.  
 
Thanks, 
Jared 
jared@jaredwatkins.com 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:dej57@aol.com
http://mumpo.org/CharlotteStreetcarProject.htm
mailto:dej57@aol.com
mailto:jared@jaredwatkins.com
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Comment 7 
Dear Mr. Cook and members of the MUMPO Board, 
 
I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar. 
 
The logic behind my request is as follows: 
1.  There is no identified fundiing plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  The last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  The community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
 
In these difficult economic times, with no end in sight for local, state and federal government 
budget issues, I believe it is fiscally unwise to advance special spending projects, such as 
MUMPO, outside their allotted schedule, especially when future funding is highly uncertain (this 
last point being especially important because the unemployment is and will continue to be 
stubbornly high for many years and our state government is running a multi-BILLION dollar 
deficit).  Certainly, the very, very small percentage of Mecklenburg county citizens that would 
benefit from the Street Car project advancement can utilize the current means of transportation 
available to them for the foreseeable future - there is no such thing as a 'Street Car project 
emergency.'  Compared to the widening of 485 which would not only benefit ALL Mecklenburg 
county constituents but would benefit ALL peoples traveling the highway in the Charlotte area, 
the MUMPO project would affect such a minute percentage of the population that it is laughable 
that the MUMPO project would even be considered before the 485 widening project.  Your 
insistence and sense of urgency to begin this project makes me seriously wonder WHY this 
'Street Car project' is such a priority in your minds.  What information am I missing?  Is there 
some sort of benefit you, personally, stand to gain from expediting this project? 
 
Please help restore fiscal sanity in this age of irresponsible spending and corruption. 
 
Kind regards, 
Melissa McGinnis 
221 Village Glen Way 
Mount Holly, NC 28120 
704-820-6479 
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Comment 8 
I cannot understand why the city wants to build a streetcar we don't need. It is a bad idea in 
good times, and an insane idea in bad times. We are broke. Why are we doing this? 
Jay Privette [njjay@yahoo.com] 
 
Comment 9 
Hello, 
 I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar. 
Please also consider the following points; 
1. There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor. Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point. In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2. The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need. The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines. Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3. Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission. The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4. The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte. the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5. Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself. In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007. The community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5. The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program. Instead, the money 
came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal Transit 
Administration. Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar line 
creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build out 
the corridor. 
 
I do not live in Mecklenburg County however, I frequent often. If this passes, I personally refuse 
to pay ANY additional taxes (outside of the transit tax) to support this and will do everything in 
my power to avoid spending money in Mecklenburg County. This project looks like a money pit 
that will take a long time to complete, cost 4X as much as initially proposed, and will not be 
used/ become a popular mode of transportation.  
 
I hope you will consider my email.  
 
Thank you, 
Jessica Campbell 
Mooresville, NC 
704-657-1151 
 
Comment 10 
This does not make sense to spend money on a street car and Bus line in the same area.   I do 
not know who had to do what to work this out, but this city needs to stop wasting 
money.  Finish half done projects and get their finances in order.  As residence we are expected 
to do that so how about you folks doing the same.  Please start being good stewards of the 
money you have taken from us. 
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Sharon Stoneburner  
ALLEN STONEBURNER [astoneburner@bellsouth.net] 
 
Comment 11 
Hi, As a residents of Charlotte, we'd like to express our opinion regarding the Streetcar project 
that's being proposed.  With the other options for public transportation, we don't believe that this 
project warrants public funds and we certainly think that this is a very bad time fiscally to be 
approving spending public funds (even Federal) for this project that will have little impact on 
Charlotte residents and taxpayers.  Other forms of transportation (ie lightrail & 485 
completion/expansions) would serve more residents for the dollars spent.   
This is just our opinion. 
Thanks for your service! 
W. Nelson & Kathy Blackburn 
6506 Park Road 
Charlotte, NC  28210 
Nelson Blackburn [wnbklb@bellsouth.net] 
 
Comment 12 
"I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar."  
If following in the footsteps of other "bankrupt" city means world-class, let's just can it. 
1.  There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
This is not Washington and it's not California.  We don't have to follow them by going broke.  I 
just wish you people would handle "our taxpayer money" the way you handle your own.  So 
many of us are disappointed with the poor money management and judgement our city 
leaders are using. 
Ruth Coffey 
(704) 553-0617 
Ruth Coffey [rsteffe@bellsouth.net] 
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Comment 13 
To whom it may concern: 
  
I urge you not to put changes into the LRTP by advancing and putting ahead on the list the 
streetcar.  This will prioritize this mode of transportation at the expense of more worthy transit 
items.  The widening of major roads will, by default, be put furthur down the list of priorities. 
  
At over 1 million in operating cost per year for a street line of just over a mile,this project does 
not seem ecomomically feasible in these tough economic times.  It is estimated only 400 plus 
riders per day, and the bus line already serves that area. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Dru S. Robson 
Dru Robson [drurobson@hotmail.com] 
 
Comment 14 
We are very strongly against the Elizabeth streetcar!!!  Why spend that kind of money on 
something that will benefit so few people and is so expensive?  Especially when monies are 
short and we don't "need" this service.  Thank you very much.   
Ron and Cathy Walker  
3517 Providence Manor Road, Clt, NC 
Ron & Cathy [catronwalk@carolina.rr.com] 
 
Comment 15 
Mr. Cook,  
 
We are writing to request that plans for the uptown trolley be tabled for now.  If the streetcar is 
placed on MUMPO’s priority list, it will compete for State and NCDOT money against more 
important projects such as the Light Rail Expansion, 458 widening, and other road projects.  
The streetcar does not make good economic sense in today’s strained economy.  
 
Chuck & Darie Lapp 
6515 Chestnut Grove Lane  
Charlotte, NC 28210 
Tel 704 553 9692 
CWL Cell: 704 621 0247  
DCL Cell:  704 589 8422 
Charles W. Lapp  [cwlapp@drlapp.net] 
 
Comment 16 
Dear Robert and Fellow Board Members, 
"I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar." 
Three good reason to oppose the Streetcar on MUMPO: 
1.  If the Streetcar gets on MUMPO’s Priority list, it can compete for Sate and NCDOT money 
against the Light Rail Expansion, 458 widening and other road projects.  That means some road 
widening projects will be delayed. 
2. The Streetcar is a City of Charlotte Project, CATS refuses to deal with it. MUMPO is 
supposed to work on regional transportation solutions for Mecklenburg and Union Counties, not 
political pet projects.  
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3. The Streetcar does not make economic sense during these tight budget years. The 1.5 mile 
line will cost $1.5 million tax payer dollars to operate per year and is only expecting 475 round 
trip rides per day. And CATS said it will still operate a Bus Line down Elizabeth Avenue.  Do we 
need a bus line and a street car on the same short route??  
Please note the following points: 
1.  There is no identified fundiing plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
Thank you for your support with this serious matter of stopping this wasteful use of taxpayers 
dollars! 
Craig Walser 
 CraigWalser@aol.com 
 
Comment 16 
Dear Mr. Cook: 
  
I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan and the 
Transportation Improvement Program to advance construction of the proposed streetcar.  Even 
though I love streetcars (they have a certain nostalgic charm), I do not approve of public 
projects when there is no means of funding such.  I understand there is no identified funding 
plan for the full streetcar corridor.  In addition, the proposed streetcar project does not meet any 
transportation need.  The mile and a half corridor proposed for construction is currently served 
in its entirety by two bus lines. 
  
Even though I would like to see this done at an appropriate time, this is not that time.  The 
streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  Furthermore, the vast majority of 
supporters of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  When I was a student at Central 
High School in the 50's, I WALKED that corridor many times.  When necessary, that is certainly 
doable for most people. 
  
I understand that the federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  
Instead, the money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the 
Federal Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the 
streetcar line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources 

mailto:CraigWalser@aol.com
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possible to build out the corridor.  Tell the Federal Transit Administration to return their unused 
funds to the federal government to help pay down our federal debt.  NO ONE should start 
projects for which they do not have adequate funding. 
  
Sincerely,   
  
Jean B. Whipple 
Nelson Whipple [nandjwhip@earthlink.net] 
 
Comment 17 
Dear Mr. Cook, 
  
I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar. 
  
1.  There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP.  
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  The last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  The community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.   Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the 
streetcar line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources 
possible, to build out the corridor. 
  
Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.   
  
Sincerely, 
Sandra Moravec 
Charlotte resident 
frank & sandra moravec [fs.moravec@yahoo.com] 
 
Comment 18 
"I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar." 
 
In order to communicate effectively this position, please note the following points: 
1.  There is no identified fundiing plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
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become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
Chris Nosko [chrisnosko@gmail.com] 
 
Comment 19 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
 
Dear Mr. Cook: 
 
I urge you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar.  My primary 
concern is the issue of funding for the streetcar.  Please maintain the existing regional transit 
plan at this time.  I appreciate your consideration of this matter. 
 
Thank you for your service to the community. 
 
Catherine Jeffrey 
10620 Andiron Drive 
Matthews, NC 
Catherine L. Jeffrey [CJeffrey@carolina.rr.com] 
 
Comment 20 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
 
Dear Mr. Cook: 
 
I urge you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar.  My primary 
concern is the issue of funding for the streetcar.  Please maintain the existing regional transit 
plan at this time.  I appreciate your consideration of this matter. 
 
Thank you for your service to the community. 
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Alice Mayer 
3325 Tilley Morris Rd.  
Alice Mayer [amayer@carolina.rr.com] 
 
Comment 21 
Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) 
Dear Mr. Robert W. Cook, MUMPO Secretary and Members of the MUMPO Board: 
I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed Charlotte 
streetcar.    
There is no funding for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the streetcar in the LRTP 
does not address this matter.  Moving the streetcar project may actually promote future 
extension for the streetcar instead of other more necessary projects on the LRTP.  The federal 
grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the money came from a 
discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal Transit Administration.  
Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar line creates future 
pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build out the corridor.   
Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation 
need.  The mile and a half corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by 
two bus lines.  Five other transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold 
Rush trolley.  Advancing the construction of this project is just not necessary.   
Members outside the City of Charlotte, please consider that if the Streetcar gets on MUMPO’s 
priority list, it can then compete for State and NCDOT money against the Light Rail Expansion, 
I-485 widening, and other road projects.  Many projects of interest in areas like Huntersville, 
Matthews, and Mint Hill will be delayed.   
Please DO NOT change the Long Range Transportation Plan to advance the construction of the 
Charlotte streetcar. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
Judy McMillan 
3149 Winding Trail 
Matthews, NC 28105 
Judy McMillan [jmcmillan2301@carolina.rr.com] 
 
Comment 22 
Mr. Cook: 
I will try to attend the meeting...In advance of that, I think we should keep our spending down on 
the streetcar itself because too much has already been spent in advance especially via 
payments to planners....I am on the Streetcar Neighborhood Cmte and didn't really digest this 
until the end when the cost was mentioned (I am sure I was told earlier...) We were given 
money by the Fed Govt but only a limited amount. The streetcar in New Orleans I have seen is 
very basic, with no shelters, etc. in the part where I have visited. The new one I saw 
photographs of last week looked expensive to me. Maybe it's not. We are closing schools and 
whether that is related or not, it will appear to be in the minds of the unknowing....I am a very big 
proponent of mass transit but I believe in tough economic times and given the ways citizens 
might think (perhaps), we should be careful to get the job done but in an inexpensive and basic 
manner. The Lynx is fancy and a fairly new purchase.....the streetcar might need to not create 
such a flair. Also, I SAID FROM THE BEGINNING THAT I DID NOT THINK IT SHOULD RUN 
STRAIGHT THROUGH THE SQUARE. Maybe I am wrong. It will be congested with buses, 
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streetcar, cars, taxis, and the Bobcats Arena just down the block...These comments may not be 
relevant to your open period...they are just what's on my own mind. 
Lisa Rudisill Bradley 
rebelfine@yahoo.com 
 
Comment 23 
Dear Members of the MUMPO Board, 
I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar." 
1.  There is no identified fundiing plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
Thank you for your hard work and consideration of my viewpoints. 
Sincerely, 
WIlliam P. Anderson 
William Anderson [wpanderson01@gmail.com] 
 
Comment 24 
Dear Mr. Cook, 
My name is Jason Kitchel. I live in the Plaza Midwood area of Charlotte and have an office in 
Ballantyne.  I also have sales responsibility for the Carolinas and surrounding states.  I deal first 
hand with the travel bottlenecks around the city on a daily basis.  It is for this reason and the 
excessive cost that I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the 
proposed streetcar. 
 
Thank you for doing the right thing. 
  
Thanks, 
Jason 
  
Jason Kitchel 
kitchejm@hotmail.com 
765-404-5966 

mailto:kitchejm@hotmail.com
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 Support: 
1.  There is no identified fundiing plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
 
Comment 25 
"I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar." 
Here the reasons.  
1. There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor. Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point. In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2. The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need. The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines. Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3. Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission. The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4. The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte. the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5. Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself. In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007. the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5. The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program. Instead, the money 
came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal Transit 
Administration. Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar line 
creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build out 
the corridor. 
I hope you listen to voice of the people and do the right thing.  
Sincerely  
 
Suba Hirschler  
Realtor/Broker NC/SC Suba Hirschler [shirschler1@carolina.rr.com] 



13 
Updated February 24, 2011 

Comment 26 
I implore all of you to hold up on the streetcar proposal until a full plan and funding for a full plan 
is available for this project. I also ask that you not change the Long Range Transportation Plan 
or the Transportation Improvement Program. I don’t feel that we the taxpayers should be 
burdened with additional taxes or fees for a mile and a half line that would only affect the people 
in the corridor involved. We the people who live in Mecklenburg county and surrounding towns 
do not need another Whitewater park type deal that drains money from the county that could be 
used for school teachers or facilites. With the National, State, and local economies in a 
downward spiral we should not be spending money on the Streetcar project. 
  
I thank you all for your support on this concern and pray that you will hold up on the Streetcar 
project until the full plan and funding is clear to all of us who live in this area. 
  
Best regards, 
Edward T Allred 
Charlotte, NC 
Tom Allred [tomaunc1@bellsouth.net] 
 
Comment 27 
Mr. Cook, 
 I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar. 
  
If the Streetcar gets on Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization priority list, it 
can compete for Sate and NCDOT money against the Light Rail Expansion, I-485 widening and 
other road projects.  That means some road widening projects will be delayed. 
  
1.  There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar at the expense of other 
higher priority, more necessary projects on the LRTP. 
  
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  The 
Streetcar does not make economic sense during these tight budget years. The 1.5 mile line will 
cost $1.5 million tax payer dollars to operate per year and is only expecting 475 round trip rides 
per day.  Five other transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush 
trolley.  Do we need a bus line and a street car on the same short route? 
  
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar.  You, of course, are aware of this.  Is it fiscally responsible and 
prudent to build something out of sequence without a solid plan to pay for the entire project? 
  
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  The last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, interesting enough, the vast 
majority of supporters of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of 
voters in all but two precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  The 
community supports the transit tax and the transit plan, however, not the streetcar as a separate 
project. 
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5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure on Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible to build 
out the corridor.  Something would have to give and it would most likely be on the back of the 
taxpayers in one form or another. 
  
  
The Streetcar is a City of Charlotte Project, CATS refuses to deal with it. MUMPO is supposed 
to work on regional transportation solutions for Mecklenburg and Union Counties, not political 
pet projects.  
  
We all want what is right and fiscally prudent for the citizens of Mecklenburg and Union 
Counties.  As a taxpaying citizen of Mecklenburg County, once again I strongly urge you to 
refrain from changing the LRTP to advance construction of an unfunded liability during 
increasingly negative economic times.  
  
Best regards, 
  
Mark Redlich 
Redlich [redlmjho@att.net] 
 
Comment 28 
Mr. Cook, 
  
 As a former Charlotte resident, I would regard a streetcar on Elizabeth Avenue as a costly and 
superfluous expense – especially in these tight times.  Now that I live in nearby Harrisburg, I 
would oppose it even more on the grounds that progress on more pressing regional needs 
would suffer as a consequence.  As the president of the Bradfield Farms Homeowners 
Association at the time the I-485 interchange was being considered at our entrance area, I 
attended MUMPO meetings and appreciated the extensive efforts that go into planning.  
However, this doesn’t appear to be an actual need at all.  
Thank you for sharing my opinion with the MUMPO members – even if I am “just a number.” 
  
Phil Clutts 
7664 Cotton Street 
Harrisburg, NC 
Phil Clutts [pclutts@earthlink.net] 
 
 
Comment 29 
Build a streetcar during a deep recession? Estimated under 500 riders/day? Millions to build?  
BAD IDEA. 
Refrain. 
  
TJ Profera 
Charlotte NC 
Tony Profera [tprofera@hotmail.com] 
 
 
 



15 
Updated February 24, 2011 

Comment 30 
Mr. Cook:  I am opposed to funding a streetcar in Charlotte, in the economic recession.  Most 
residents use cars, not street cars. Already about 1 in 5 tax dollars go to service our debt 
(perhaps that's county,) but still- in hard economic times, the last thing we need is more frivolity 
such as this streetcar. What a waste of tax dollars. Our local government has spent a lot of 
money these last years in the field of entertainment, which I don't think is the role of 
government.  
Deborah Presson 
Deborah Presson [dpre71@bellsouth.net] 
 
Comment 31 
Robert W. Cook, AICP 
MUMPO Secretary 
600 E. Fourth St. 
Charlotte, NC 28202 
   
Mr. Cook: 
 I strongly encourgage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar.  
We can't pay for this program! 
 
There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the streetcar 
in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may become a 
reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other necessary projects 
on the LRTP. 
  
The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
  
Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
  
The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the Charlotte 
City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters of the 
streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
  
The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the money 
came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal Transit 
Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar line 
creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build out 
the corridor. 
   
In Liberty, 
 Kathryn Reilly 
Katie Reilly [kaydee728@yahoo.com] 
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Comment 32 
"I strongly encourage you NOT to change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar." 
1.  There is no identified funding plan for the full streetcar corridor.  Moving the date of the 
streetcar in the LRTP does nothing to address this point.  In fact, moving the project may 
become a reason to promote future extension of the streetcar, at the expense of other 
necessary projects on the LRTP. 
2.  The proposed streetcar project does not meet any transportation need.  The mile and a half 
corridor proposed for construction is currently served in its entirety by two bus lines.  Five other 
transit lines serve part of the corridor, including the free-to-ride Gold Rush trolley. 
3.  Advancing the streetcar violates the regional transit plan adopted by the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission.  The regional vision for transit focuses on the Blue Line Extension and the Red 
Line before the streetcar. 
4.  The streetcar does not have consensus support within Charlotte.  the last vote by the 
Charlotte City Council on the streetcar was 6 to 5.  Furthermore, the vast majority of supporters 
of the streetcar live or work in the corridor itself.  In contrast, a majority of voters in all but two 
precincts in Mecklenburg County supported the transit tax in 2007.  the community supports the 
transit tax and the transit plan, not the streetcar as a separate project. 
5.  The federal grant for the streetcar is not from a regularly-funded program.  Instead, the 
money came from a discretionary pool of one-time unused funds controlled by the Federal 
Transit Administration.  Without a funding plan in place, construction of a portion of the streetcar 
line creates future pressure for Charlotte to find money from whatever sources possible, to build 
out the corridor. 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Concerned Mecklenburg City Resident, 
Elizabeth Thompson 
Elizabeth [elizabetht@carolina.rr.com] 
 
Comment 33 
Scrap it!  I cannot believe this beyond-ridiculous project is even up for condsideration.  It's a 
dumb, no, it's a stupid project which will cost taxpayers millions of dollars we don't have.  The 
State and Char-Meck are broke!  Please stop this nonsensical spending.  Thank you. 
Patricia Salazar [salazarpe@bellsouth.net] 
 
Comments Received at the Public Meeting 
Comment 1 
This is not a challenge, but can the project be stared or completed much sooner . . . just a 
thought.  To accelerate the project sooner, better than later has my attention.  I support the 
amendment. 
Aaron Sanders (Oaklawn Park Community Improvement Organization) 
1414 Orvis St.  
704-334-2048 
Aarons.55@hotmailcom 
 



 
 

Charlotte Streetcar Project 
Public Comments 

2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program Amendment 
2035 Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 

Air Quality Conformity Determination 
 
The comment period for the Charlotte Streetcar Project was originally scheduled to close on 
February 23, but was extended to Monday, February 28 due to MUMPO’s website going down 
on February 23.  The following comments were received between the afternoon of February 24 
and the close of business, Monday, February 28. 
 
 
Comment 1 
We Charlotte Taxpayers are fed up with government bureaucrats not "getting it" and we will not 
continue to support you with our tax dollars, including leaving Charlotte.   
Stop the madness.  It is not your money. 
Jack Gilb  
jackgilb@gmail.com 
 
 
Comment 2 
Mr Cook, 
 
I'm writing to strongly encourage MUMPO to not amend the TIP and LRTP to move the 
Charlotte Streetcar up in it's schedule.  My reasoning is simple.  This project has no dedicated 
funding to operate or expand once the proposed starter line is complete.  The City of Charlotte 
needs to resolve these funding issues before moving forward with this project, and it is less than 
responsible for MUMPO to allow this project to move forward without such funding in place.  
MUMPO represents all residents of Mecklenburg and Union counties, not just Charlotte.  Since 
Charlotte has not done this most basic step of deciding how to pay for this project, it is 
unjustifiable that MUMPO would allow it to jump up in the planning horizon and compete with 
other needed projects. 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Rick Short 
Davidson, NC 
rick_clt@yahoo.com 
 

mailto:jackgilb@gmail.com
mailto:rick_clt@yahoo.com
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Comment 3 
When will you elitist snobs EVER get it? It's our money you love to waste on [obscenity deleted] 
pet projects. I must drive  my own personal work truck of significant investment all day every 
day on Char-meck and union county roads to make a living. I've lived here all my 55 years of life 
and have never seen our roads in such bad shape. Excuse me but there is NO excuse for 
this.What the hell are you doing, you are all fired . This streetcar nonsense is just another 
example of your disconnect from your constituants and foolish disregard of our real needs. You 
allow illegals to pour in take over neighborhoods everywhere unchecked undocumented,you 
spend countless dollars attracting new people to live here but allow braindead morons to plan 
for accomodating this growth. Take a hint and can this bad policy of building a fancy streetcar 
and get sme asfault on our roads hire somebody with some common sense to ease traffic and 
improve conditions for tax paying drivers,are you listining? 
 
David Williams 
jforce24@gmail.com 
 
 
Comment 4 
Please do NOT change the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) to advance construction of the proposed streetcar.  A streetcar is 
the LAST thing that Charlotte needs.  Please spend our hard earned tax dollars wisely.  Thank 
you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Pati Spielmann 
(704) 453-3676 
pati.rd@gmail.com 

mailto:jforce24@gmail.com
mailto:pati.rd@gmail.com
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Appendix G:  Long Range Transportation Plan Amendment 



MECKLENBURG-UNION 
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

 
2035 LONG-RANGE TRANSPORATION PLAN AMENDMENT 

 
INTRODUCTION  
This report constitutes an Amendment to the 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the Mecklenburg-
Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO).  Based on this analysis, the 2035 LRTP for MUMPO 
remains consistent with the North Carolina State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  The Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2009-2015 TIP is a subset of the 2035 LRTP.  The LRTP has a 25year planning horizon.  The original 2035 
LRTP was adopted by MUMPO in March 2010, found to conform to the State Implementation Plan and approved 
by the Federal Highway and Federal Transit Administrations on May 3, 2010.  
 
AMENDMENT DETAILS 
Periodically it becomes necessary to amend the LRTP. In this instance, MUMPO is amending it in order to 
accommodate the receipt of a $25 million Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant by the City of Charlotte for 
its streetcar project. The grant will permit construction of an approximately 1.5 mile portion of the project, from 
the Charlotte Transportation Center to Hawthorne Lane adjacent to Presbyterian Hospital.  The adopted LRTP 
includes the streetcar project in its 2035 horizon year; however, the receipt of the grant funds will permit the 1.5 
mile portion of the streetcar to begin operation sooner.  As a result MUMPO proposes to amend the LRTP to add 
a 1.5 mile streetcar starter project to the LRTP’s 2015 horizon year.  MUMPO is also required to amend its 2009-
2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for this project.  
 
A copy of the 2035 LRTP is available on-line at www.mumpo.org. 
 
AMENDED PROJECT RECOMMENDATION 
As noted above, this amendment includes a change in timing to a portion of the streetcar project.  This results in 
the addition of a 1.5 mile streetcar starter project from the Charlotte Transportation Center to Hawthorne Lane in 
the 2015 horizon year. This change triggers the need to reevaluate the regional impacts of the project and its 
anticipated implementation.  Table 1 provides a summary of the planned project implementation date. 
 

TABLE 1 
2035 LRTP Amended Projects: 

 

TIP # Facility Area Project Description Regionally 
Significant 

Original 
AQ 

Analysis 
Year 

Revised AQ 
Analysis Year 
for Conformity 

TE-5103 Charlotte 
Streetcar MUMPO 

Construct an approximately 1.5 mile 
portion of the Charlotte streetcar 

project, from the Charlotte 
Transportation Center to Hawthorne 

Lane at Presbyterian Hospital 

N 2035 2015 

 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
MUMPO’s 2035 LRTP and its Conformity Document were developed with significant attention to public 
involvement.  Provisions for public comment on this amendment will be provided through a 30-day public 
comment period beginning on January 25, 2011 and concluding on February 23, 2011.  In addition, a public 
hearing will be held on Wednesday, February 16, 2011 from 4:00 PM-6:00 PM in Room 270-271 (2nd floor) of 
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center, 600 E. Fourth St., Charlotte, NC 28202.  
 
The MPO is tentatively scheduled to take final action on Wednesday, March 16, 2011. 
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